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" EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . :
4 \

b 4

Final Report on: Evaluation of Vocational Exemplary Pr\c;jects; Part D, Vocational \

: Education Act Amendments of 1968 ) \

.
‘

Contractor: Contract Number:

Development Associates, Inc. OEC-0-73-6663 -
1521 New Hampshire Avenue, N. W, o
. Washington, 'D. C. 20036 March 1975
* I. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY '

Description of the Program: . . .
<

v N .

Part D of the 1968 amendments to the Vocational Education Act of 1963 provides

for the funding uf exemplary projects which represent new ways to create a bridge

between school and earning a living for young people. Half of the funds appro-
.priated for Part D are administered directly by the fgderal government through the

Division of Vocational and Technical Education (DVTE) in the UtS. Office of Educa- -

tion and half are administered by the states and territories. °*

Between June 1970 and July 1972, DVTE awarded,grants averagmg a,pproxxmately

$120,000 a year for three years to institutions in each State and the District of .

Columbia to administer projects in accordance with a USOE policy paper (AVL

V70-1). The policy paper provided that each project would cm‘nbme in one opera-
tional setting all of the following: N
. 1. Provision for broad occupational orientation at the elementary and secondary

school level§\ so as to increase student awareness of the range of options open
to them in the world of work: N .

2. Prqvision for work experience, cooperative education, and similar programs,
making possible a wide variety of offérings in many occupational areas. N .

3. Provision for students not previously enroled in vocational programs to \\ =‘
receive specific training in job entry skills just prior to the time that they * '
leave the school. (Some of these tralning programs mxght be very intensive N o

and of short duration.) i . . r

N s . . ,
4. Provision for intensive occupatio guidance and counseling during the last
. years of school and for initial plagfgment of all students at the completion of
thetr schooling. (Placement might be in a job or in post—secondary occupa-
tional bxammg " Placement sh}nuld be accomplished in cooperation with appro-
prxate "employment services, manpower agencies, etc.)
[ -4 ) .
5. Provxsxop for the grantee of contractor to carry the program on with support
from regular funding sources after the termjnation of the federal assistance °
- . under Part D of P. L. 90-576. (Federal assistance under Part I) cannot exceed <
three years k) . . . o

The proJects funded durmg this period constituted the first round of Part D fynding,
and are considered by many to be the earliest federally funded efforts to implement
on a comprehensive basis the concept of career education. Since 1972, a second

round of projects guided by a modified statement of USOE policy has been funded. ‘
In FY '76, a new set of grants to support a third round of projects following a new '
set of policy guidelines is planned. ’ ) g
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Reason for the Study: . *

‘ AN
t N
o .

The primary purpose 0f the study wag to evaluate the effectiveness-of the first

round of federally admihkistered Part D projects and their components in terms of
the extent to which student outcomes attributable to project activities conformed to
the legislative intent for Part D funds. This included performance of a cost analysis
for each project, with a focus on the r’elation of cost to student outcomes and project
process measures, and an assessmentjof the influence of projects or their compo-
nents on other schools and school systems in their states. In addxtxon, a descrip-
tive stidy and analysis of projects supported by state administered Part D funds,
paying particular attention to different state allocation strategies, was to be
performed. ? , ] / !
The basic rationale for the study was that an evaluation of the first three years of
the Part D program would lead to improved implementation of the Part D program
during subsequent years and would cohtribute to the replication of successful pro-
gram aspects by local school districts. ance the Part D effort was so closely °
assocxatq with the concept of career educatxon, it was also expected that informa-
tion might be obtained in the course om& study which would assxst in operational-
izing the concept of career education at the local level.

Principal Objectives:

13

{'he basig thrust of the study was to obtain information which would be of assistance
in the continued operation of Part D and related programs, as it was recognized
from the outset that an evaluation conducted at the end of the three year<ycle

could not address the program s long term goals. Accordingly, the objectives of

the study were defined aB follows: W & *

l. Evaluation of the effectiveness of federal discretionary (Part D) projects and ‘\
their components where effectiveness is defined as the extent to which student .
outcomes attributable to project actxvxtxes conform to the legislative intent
for Part.D. s

2. Performance of a cost analysis of eagh federal discretionary project coverihg

« the three- year period of Parl:,_DJ.wn(ng with focus on the relation of cost to
' student outcomes and project process measures; and performance of cost
analysis for those discretionary projects whose funding has terminated, '
,comparing the period beforé termination of Part B, funding to the period . 7
“’a(fl:er its termination. . :

3. Assessment of the influence of projects or their components on other sc¢hools

and school systems in_their states. )
‘.\; . \
4+  Performance of a descr,lﬁhve study and &nalysis of prOJects supported from
state-administered funds pa ring particular attenf{on to their estimated impact;
and identification of different state allocation strategies’ to determine the

differential impact of varibus strategies. . p
‘/’“ . >
Contractor:- o . L !
! . Y - 2

&
" The study was initiated and completed under contract #HEW-OEC-0-73-6663 by

Development Assocxates, Incorporated, Washington, D.C. The effective starting
date of the contract was June 19,\ 1973, and the final report was submitted in

-
March 1975. The field work wag performed from February through May 1974.
© \._0'7“\
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: . II. METHODOLQGY

The study approach included review of available documents and onsite visits to 50
projects and State Departments of Education. Duriné the first three-year cycle of
'/. @ Part D fundmg, 61 federally administered projects were supported in the 50 states
and Distriét of Columbia. The 50 projects included in this study were selected to
meet the following criteria: First, one project in each state with a first-round *
project operating in FY, '73 was to be visited; as Hawaii had no.such project, 49
states and the District of Columbia werevisited. Second, each project visited
must have proposed to focus activity at the elementary school, junior high school,
and senior high school levels. Third, if more than one project met the second
criterion, the first project funded was selected. '

-~y

Within each of the 50 projects selected,” the broad design called for administering
questxonnaxres and tests to both participating and non-par}ﬁmpatmg students in
.grades 6, 9, 'and fowr strata in grade 12. These grades were chosen because they
.represented the terminal years for the differing curricula and objectives generally
assigned at the elementary, junﬁor high, and senior high levels; they would thus be
expected to be the grades where] students had received the maximum impact.

In addition, a random sample of panrticipa‘l’:'mg teachers and coungelors as well as
non-participating 6th grade teachers was surveyed. Also, intewviews with project
directors and other staff were conducted and project records.and reports were
reviewed. - )
. ° "
At the. state level, the state director of vocational educatxon or h1s desxgnee. and
the director of the state Research Coordinating Unit were interviewed wth,q-espect
to the federally administered and the state administered Part D prOJects~. "A1] data
collection instruments were cleared for use by OMB and ass igned No. 51- 5*746002
. A detailed field manual was prepared to assist in the data collection effort and /field
staff received intensive training prior to beginning the field effort.

Although the number varied according-to the size and nature of the projects, a

\ minimum of 5% of the students and faculty were surveyed in each of the 50 projects.
In total, 4, 632 participating and 4, 043 non-participating students were tested;
the number of participating teachers surveyed was 1,433, and the number of
participating counselors was 229. The 'data gathered were processed and synthe-
sized using standard statistical techniques. Analysis of student data was performed ¢
for each sampling group both on a project-by-project basis and across all projects.

. FINDINGS ANR CONCLUSIONS

<
)

Prior to summarizing the f\'ﬁ{dings and drawing such conclusions as they permit,
. the positive program management actions which USOE has taken on the basis of '
’ . this study's preliminary findings and other reviews of the experience should be
noted. Specifically, concerted efforts have been made to be more specific with |
respect to the definition of key terms, and the student level outcomes expected.
In addition, a major emphasis has been placed on improving the quality and prac-
tical utility‘of individual project evaluations. These.USOE actions addrgss the
overall study ftndmg that projects were «typically not well defined in terms of pur-
pose or clientele and that this lack of clarity may relate to the failure jn many’
projects to xdentxfy student outcomes significantly related to projéct activities.’
Thus, the efforts at the national level during the last year to be miore specific
with respect to both program objectives and, managerxal practxces repyesent explxcxt J
attempts: to improve the program irthe-years ahead.
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‘essence, the grant awards may be considered as the planned federal fiscal

.

A. Summary of Findings

The intent of the Part D program was to fand projects which would implement
activities expected to assist sfudents in obtaining satxsfymg employment. In

mputs into each project, the local budgets as the projects' planned inputs, and
expenditures as the actual inputs. A revxew of the year-by-year input data
revealed that in most projects in no single year did the inputs occur at the level
planned. Taking the three years in the aggregate and considering both/expendxtures
and the legislative expectation that funds would be expended over a three- -year

time period, it was found that in 37 out of the 50 pro_lg'ts vigited (74%) the federal
dollars expended were below the 1evel planned.

In part, the.generally high level of project underexpendxtuxe s was attributed to the
timing of the federal grant actions and the first year start-up requxrements in many
projects. Another partial explanation for the. underexpenditures may be related to
the nature of the expenditure records maintained by projegt managers. Many |
project directors did not have expenditure data which permitted them to assess
project status in even gross fiscal terms. In addition, in the great majority of
cases,they did not have information which related expenditures to any set of projec
activities. ) '

>

From the findings it was apparent that onsan annual basis, and across the three years:

of program operations, the extent to which pro_]ects carried out the activities speci-
fied in the USOE policy paper, * which governed the federally administered projects,
varied considerably across the 50 prOJects While most projects reported students
in most of the USOE required activities at some point during the three years,
relatively few (26%) reported having students in all activities. R
* \
The findings with respect to project activities may be explained partially by the data
repofted pertaining to program management. A review of the stated objectives of
the 50 projects revealed that in many cases the activities called for by the policy
paper were not addressed. In addition,” a comparison between stated objectives of
projects and activity gategones indicated that in many projects the performance of
activities could not be related to the stated objectives.

Based on-anhlyses of student responses acros’s all projects, the greatest impact of
the Part D program was at the elementary school level. In general, the program
appeared to have had less*impact on students at the 9th grade level; at’the 12th grade
level, impact was less than at the 9th for two samplmg groups and greater for the

other two. e

Ona project-by-project basis the impact of the program on students was small,

with the bulk of favorable outcomes in each student group qonfined to a small group
of projects, These ""favorable' projects were somewlat different for each student
group. Out of 45 projects where comparisons were made between participating 2nd
non-participating 6th'graders on six relevantsstudent outcome indicators, there was
a difference in favor of partxcxpants for three or more indicators in ten projects;
the most outstanding- pro;ect at’this level reported differences in favor of partici- °
pants on five of the six indicators. Of the 42 projects where comparisons were
possible at the 9th grade level, ore project scored positively on six of the mine rele-
vant indicators, and ten produced positive results with respect to three or more

indicators. At the 12th grade level, nine indicators of student outcome s were
s »

B

' '
*Policy Paper - AVL V70-1. A
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relevant for each of the four stratun sampled. Students whose participation in the
program consisted of having teachers who utilized c oncepts and/or materials made

available through the local projects in their regular teachin’gi)rogram (t. e, infusion of

career education concepts into the school curriculum), demonstrated a sxgmﬁcant
difference from non-participants on six indicators in one pro_]ect, in five projects
such differences were found on two or more indicators. In none of the projects
where comparisons were possxble for students in the Work Experience, Skill Train-
ing, or Guidance and Counselmg groups was a significant difference between parti-
cipants and non-participants found on more than three indicators.

The search for relationships between the outcomes and selected project treatment
indicators did not provide a clear set of relatioriships between activity or treatment
indicators and student outcomes. However, the rqview of responses of non-

" participating sixth grade teachers suggested that in at least some projects the

inability to measure significant differences between participating and non- -partici-
pating students may relate to non-participating teac’i’lers implementing career
education concepts in their classrooms.

Angther potential explanation is suggested by the relatively clear relationship which
was’ found between project expenditures and student outcomes. With respect to
elementary, junior high, and senior high familiarization activities, positive mdxca—
tions of project effects on students occurred where relatively more project funds
were expended on relatively fewer students. :

In summary, projects typically were found to have addressed four components with

" respect to.the federal activity areas. Virtually all projects had ,some level of
. familiarization activities at both the elementary and junior high school levels.

Projects generally devoted 26% of thet™Part D funds to- pay for elementary school
activities which involved approximately 2,000 students per project. The students
participating in elementary activities usually amounted to less than half (46%) of
the total elementary school enrollment of thé grantee and accounted for over half
of the total number of project participants' (52%)., ¥

Junior high school familiatrization activities involved some 47% of the total junior
high enrollment of the grantees and averaged 1,400 students per project. The
activities at this level involved approximately 34% of the total number of project T
participants and cost 29% of the Part D funds. 2 T )

Senior high school activities involved some 650 participdnts per project and repre-
sented approximately 35% of the total high school enrollment of the grantee. High
school participants represented approximately 15% of the total number of Part D

'prOJect participants and high school activities accounted for 44% of the total project

costs. At the high school level, the typical project reported participants in famil-
iarization activities and one other activity, either work experience or job entry
skill training.

The USOE- policy paper governing the first round projects required that grantees
make provision for the continuation of project supported activities from "regular"
funding sources after Part D support had terminated. In 14 of the projects visited,
school personnel indicated that project activities either had or would terminate at
the end of the grant period, and in 19 other cases they indicated that activities would
be reduced. In eight of the projects, project activities either were contiming after
the termination of the grant or definite plans existed for the continuation.’ In nine
cases, activities had actually expanded after Part D fundirfg had ceased. ~

0
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B Overall Conclusions
]

Well over half of the teachers and counselors surveyed-ip each of the 50 gites
visited indicated that in their judgment it was important to include career education
in the school curriculum.: From this point of view, the first years of the program
may be judged to have had a substantial effect. However, in general, neither the
federally\sponsored activities nor the federally expected student level outcomes .
of the prdgram occurred at the level planned. While a number of reasons for this
are possible, the findings suggest that the most hkely are associated with the
general lack of a get of clearly defined objectives, definitions, and managerial

)! requirements and procedures at both the project level and at the federal level.
More specifically: :

e The definition of key terms and concepts was neither precise nor con-

sistent at either the federal or local levels. For example, students were

) identified as projédct partxcxpants because they were being taught bz parti-

- cipating teachers, but what constituted teacher participation varied from °

attendance at a two-hour career education workshop to ten or more
released days per semester for inservice training, curriculum develop- ¢
inent, and classroom planning. This failure fo establish operational .
definitions and categonries contributed to the iLability of projects to identify )
with assurance participants in the programs and to the inability at the
federal level to monitor project efforts effectively.”

» Budgets and expenditure records typically were based on 'line-item"
rather than programmatic activity categories. Determination of activity
costs was very difficult. This difficulty was primarily a result of the

- grant application and award process which-did not specify costs by
activity; only in the aggregate. This was further complicated by no provi-
sion for administrative gosts, which meant that most projects attempted to :
prorate such costs and attribute them to treatment activities. It is probable ‘
that this contributed to the failure of project directors to analyze expendi-
ture data and of project staff to use budget and expenditure data in the man-
agement of projects. In addxtxon, it'is probable that»thxs contributed both
to underexpenditures and the failure _to engage in expected dctivities.

’ ’ AN AN
’ e Similarly, USOE did not use fiscal data as managem*\ent indicators. - !
Typically, the fedqral management staff did not receive or analyze€ expen~
diture data. This contributed to the underexpendxture of funds annually
and the support of some projects for perxod°s in excess of the three-year

J funding limit stipulated in the legislation. , .

e - The evi:ience strongly indicates that exemplary programs require consid- o
erable start-up activity and time. Failure to anticipate this adequately
appears to have resulted in the mabxhty of pro_]ects to meet program

learn about jobs; than non-partxcxpants. The data suggest that this quanti~, !
tative difference in the number of such experiencés was not sufficient to ~ |
produce a measurable unpa.ct on students. Rather, it appears that such
activities need to be mteg}'ated into a well—tplanned and comprehensive . .
effort. . N

|

| expectations, )

| {

| «

} e Generally, participants in the projects were exposed more to visitors in /
i their classrooms who discussed careers, and went on more field trips to - 0
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- participants were gngaged in such activities.

) The number of different approaches to building a bridge between school

and earning a living undertaken by the first round projects was limited.
Fewer than half of the projects had work experience or skill training
activities. Many of the new approaches suggested in the legislation and
Federal Register, such as exchanges of personnel between schools and

. agencies or businesses, were not attempted during the {irst round.
Projects generally did little to promote cooperation between public
education and _manpower agencies. ¢ -~

The primary focus of round one was elementary and secondary familiari-
zation and orientation. Most of the total funds and mogt of the student
Work e%rience and skill
training efforts tende¢d to be expensive and involve limPed numbers of
students. Where other activities were initiated, such as alternative high
schools, they tended to be less integrated into the school system, expen-
sive, and by design, served fewer students (i.e., potential dropouts or
others with special needs).

' 4
) To assist college and non-college bound students in obtaining employment,
the USOE policy paper indicated that projects should provide specific train-
ing in job entry skills to students not previously enrolled in vocational
programs just privr to the time that they leave school. The data appear
to indicate that most projects exténded such training only to the non-
college bound. —

e The projects typically did not assist students’ in securing employment, .
either during school or upon graduation. Generally, the placement
activities implemented were essentially referral services and little or no
followup was provided.
.personnel maintained records. of referrals or placement activities.

o The student responses indicate that guidance and couhseling at the high

. school level was viewed by students as helpful to them. The data also

fndicate that a great many students did not feel they had sufficient

%pportumty to receive assistance from theu; counselors and they would

have liked to have increased their contacts.

judged in part upon the projects' obJectwes bemg "sharply defined, {elearly stated,

capable of being attained by the proposed procedures, and capable of being measured."

During the first years of ParB D, neither at the federal level nor in most school
districts was this the case. ‘I’he finability to define clearly federal program objec-
tives undoubtedly contributed ‘to many of the difficulties disgussed in this study.
Wxthout a specified get of federal Pxpectalnons .thé\ individual third party evaluations
“could only relate to local project.gbals and obJectwes This resyited in a large
diversity of evaluation approaches. It is not surprising, therefonre, that thege
evaluations did not provide meaningful or useful management information at 'the
federal level for comparing projects. Without specific criteria for Judgmgy‘
project progress, the USOE really had no basis for making annual or mid- p&’o;ect
grant modifications. Most importantly, without such predetermined criteria, the
USOE had little indication of what criteria would be employed in the final evaluation
and so were'not able to'manage effectively fon success. ‘

In genefal, neither project staff nor school «




3
. . \ .
A final point in this Yega'rd relates to the whole area of the management of
ecﬁcational projects.’ While this was not a management practices study, many of -
the findings and conclusions appear to relate directly to management issues. The
points raised above pertaining to advanced planning, thﬁlﬁw;‘ﬁ'ogram and
project objectives, and the use of fiscal data are management questions which
relate to attainment of student level outcomes. So too, we suspect, are theﬂpomts
made in the text pertaining to the inappropriateness of the job descriptions of -~
project staff, failure to maintain records pertaining to placement,and other ~
project activities, and the limited focus and use of third party evaluations.
Based on our observations, project staff typically were sincere, hard working,
and oriented toward the substantive aspects of the program. Ty‘plcally, however,
they were not well versed in the use of sound management practxces as an aid in
bringing about desiréd mnovatxons in their school districts. Thus, based on the .
experience of the first round projects studied, it appears that a USOE focus on \
providing guidance and assistance in the area of project management would have
Yeen of majo}l benefit to the guccessful implementation of exemplary programs.

Such conclusions as these are not uncommon in national studies. 'Whil%they are-
accurate, they arg also somewhat misleading, for the;'—c?anﬁot and do not cover,&q
pre-program context of the system of federal funding. Legislative intent is M
frequently less than clear, the time constraints dé not usually permtitecareful |
planning at the federal level prior to funding of local projects; the federal agencies
are frequently not sufficiently staffed to permit effective management and, when
they are, the desirability of effectxve federal management of,local educatzonal
programs becomes a question. . Thus, as long as inherent weaknesses such as
these persist, evaluation findings will essentially tend to be exth_!r negative or
ambiguous and recommendations will be symptomatic instead of definitive,

AN

- ‘
In conclusion, the USOE and especially the program staff in DVTE, who have from -
the outset not only cooperated with this study but also have taken actions based on *
preliminary fmdmgs, should.be commended. It is rare for a national program with

‘innovative and ambitious objectives to engage in ¥ comprehensive, impact-oriented

evaluation after only three years of operation. While sonie of ‘the fmd'x;f:gs of the
study may not be what one might have wished, .given the complexities ipterent in""
implementing the Part D program during 1|:s initial years, they ought hot'to be LT
surprising. In our judgment, perhaps the most skgnificant aspect of the studjp is
the inference which may be drawn from the fact that it wasdflone, and'that ac‘t:i'ons
have been taken as 2 result. Clearly, USQOE, and the staff of DVTE in pa[rtxcular, .
have evidenced a comrmtment I:o improving both the content and the managemefit

of federal-education programs.- P }
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° CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION s .

- C | -

- Part D of the 1968 amendments to the Vocational Education Act of'1963 provided !
for the funding of exemplary projects at elementary and secondary school levels '
in each state and territory. As specified in the legislation, half of the funds for
the Part D program were to be administered directly by the federal government
and half to be admiinistered by the states and terrltorles At the end of the first
three vear funding cycle of the program, it was determined that an evaluative
study of the first years of program operations should be conducted. This report

: - presents the findings and conclusions of that study. ) . "

As outlmed by the U.S. Office of Education, the first issue to be addressed m_,&he_./—/—‘—"
evaluation s the effectiveness of the federa_l_l_y_,sponsored‘Parf'D—f)To—)—e'c_t’s‘ .
Effoctwene?/: was to be mg.,s_u,r.ed*by“"fh’e degree to which student outcomes N
attr}batable to project activities conform tq the legislative infent for the Part' D
N funds.” By virtue of this critetion for asse$smg program effectiveness, conside
erable emphasis/in the chapters which follow is placed on the background of the
Part D program and the conceptual frame\xork Wthh governed both'the design of
_the study and this re'port. e , \

Throughout the process. of designing and implementing this assessment of the figst
three years of the Part D program, close attention was paid to the legislation and
"to the issue of attribution'of outcomes to Part D efforts. At the outset, an agree-
. ment was made between the study team and the relevant offices within the U.s.
Office of Education that activities undertaken at the local level which could not be
related to legislatively based categories of program’activity would be excluded
from consideration. It was also concluded that even though the USOE policy

»

guidance given to Part Qgprojects ~ did not address certain of the legislatives;
activities, data with regard to all of the legislative activities and their associated
results would be obtained. Finally, it was agreed that since the clear intent of -

Congreés was to provide suppdrt for activities which would proluce student out-
. comes, every effort would be made to assess the level of student impact of project
activitied, although effort was also directed at Jteachers and other school personnel.
A ‘ - : .
These crucial decisions/r%e at the start of the study were basic to the overall » .
study design and hence to the findings which a:e presented in this report. As a
basis for interpreting the findings which follow, it should be understood clearly
at the outset that each of these decisions not only contributed significantly to the’
. nature of the findings of the study but also were somewhat beld.. It was clearly
understood by the line administrators of the Part D program that this design coupled
with what they knew, qr suspected, about the exemplary projects at the local level
would produce, results which some would view As quite critical of the overall effort.
quually clear' from the outset, however, was the even more basic decision on the v
part of the program administrators that they desired as clear and accurate an
~  assessment of the dirst round efforts.as possible! -

. . It should be noted at this pointythat the Part D program was, established to permit
the implementation of concepts and approaches which, while supported by theory
and research, were on the frontiers of vocational education. As implemented under

¢ the direction 6f the small program staff of USOE's Division of Vocational and
Technical Educdtion, the federally administered projects focused on concepts which
over the next several years came to be associated with the term "Cireer Education.”

* The first set of Part™ projects, which are the subject of this study, are conside%o':({

bynmany to be the.earliest federally supported efforts to implement on a compre-" .
hensive basis career education programs in local school districts. With the :

~ . ¢ . C.

&y f

s . . - o
\ , - + USCE Policy Paper AVL V70-1. October 2 1)69 \'different policy papor AVTE-V72-10, August 28, 1972 has
’ - guided the operation of projects funded since that date o ,
., . s ' 4 ' B ’ -1- ) o .
Q . ‘ . ‘ L 4
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termination of these nitial projects, a.second group of projects was funded un@r
a m>dified’set bf program guidelines which'm#re explicitly focused on whdt by%hen
were consideredicareér education objectives. As this study began, a third set of
projects with a fdcus which reflects the insights gained from the earlier .efforts Rlus
the increasingly wide acceptance of career education were being planhed. Thus, at
the time this study was being planned, it was apparent that the program weuld con-
tinue, that the basic conceptg associated thh Part D and career educatipn in &eneral .

It was within this géneral context that the study was designed and 1mp1emente :
a result, the purpose of this report is not primarily to presen?: a detailéd picture of T
the achievements ofsa set of projects which have now termmaj:ed which by statutory '
limitation are melxgtble for further federal funding, ,and whoSe sister projects in the

sec>nd round” of Part D funding are guided by a different USOE polxcy paper. Nor

.s the primary intent to offer definitive conclusions w,xth respect to the mahner in

Mmihrch this partxculagf educational program was administered during its most forma-

tive years. While t some extent this report does both of these, its more xmpcjrtan{s.
purpose is to assxsbm the further development and xmplementatxon of 'Part D and

related- educatlonal e;'forts : ; ‘ "

FmalIy befsre prag,gedmg to the body of the report it must be stressed that thxs .
study took place after the first round programs had been in operation fqriat'least

three yeags. In many cases, formal funding had'ceased and key perso:}nel were no
longer in the schogl ¢ districts at the time of the visits. In addition, as they.were . >
charged t> d>, manygof the projects had been highly successful in stimulating the ..

“xmplementatxoh Df c;areer education concepts in other school systems. Indeed, from

aur “visits to 50 prOJects and our contact with federal staff, if.was readily apparent .

.that all assocxated‘thh the program were sincerely dedicated and hard workmg o,

Nevertheless, ftﬂe combined effect of the absence of key personnel, the absence of
baseline information.with respect both to the student outcome, indicators selected '?5‘ .
and the activitiés in force in schools visited when they first reeceived Part D funds, =
and fma.lly, of {ojecx success in dissemination of materials and- approaches is . . e
undoubtedly reﬂected in the absence of differences between partchpants and non- <
participants in some of the study outcome findings. The fmdmgs and conclusxons
presented in the chapters which follow should point toward procedures.,and pohcxes
which will improy e implementation of Part D and career education effores n the s,
future. In this egand, it should be noted that appropriate USOE offices have already F'
taken SLgmfxcantVEE&fons te overcome these problems. In a very real senée,-then, ‘

d

this report should Pe viewed as part of an ongoing process to develop'career educa- -2

‘tion in the nation’s schools.  ° . A5

LY .‘
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.Paying particular attention to innovations and new directions emerging from

CHAPTER I11: BACKGROUND

~

. .

In June,of 1973, the first of the federal discretionary Part D projects were
terminating their third and final year of opevation. These projects constituted the
earliest efforts funded under Part D, Section 142(c) of the Vocational Education
Act of 1963, as amended, and were part of the first round of Part D funding. The
proiects were among the initial federally supported efforts in career educatjon and
have been considered as in the vanguard of the career education movement. The .
purpose of this section is to discuss briefly the series of events which led to their
funding, the high points of their first years of operation, and ‘to*sketch what
transpired from the national perspective the following yearn gith respect to this
study. It provides the historical background and obiectives for the detailed
analysis of these projects which is the subject of this report. ’

[

.

A, Part D: Historical Overview
3 ]

.

Part D of the Vocational Education Act was a direct result of recomme;dations
from a special Advisory Council on Vocational Education appointed by the Secretary
of Health, Education, 'and Welfare in Novefber 1966. The Council was chaired

by Martin Essex, state superintendent of public i%struction in Ohio, and included
members from business, labor, local school districts, universities, and private
foundations concerned with vocational education and manpower development. v

EY
research and development, the Council conducted a dethiled study of the status of

vocational education in the United States. The Council completed its work in

December 1967, and published its General Report containing legislative and

administrative‘'recommendations the following year.” The Council's recommenda-

tions were based on five operational principlfjf;‘{for vocational education:

1. Vocational education cannot be meanjngfully limited to the skills necessary

for 4 particular occupation. It is moreyappropriately defined as all of those

aspects of educational experience which help a person to discover his talents,
to relate them to the world of work, to choose an occupation, and to refine,
his talents and use them successfully in cmployment. In fact, orientation |,
and assistance in vocational choice may oftén be more valid determinants of

_employment success, and therefore more.profitable use of educational funds,

than specific skills training. .

-t

2. ««...Where complex instructions and sophristicated'decisions mark the
boundary between the realm.of' man and the role of the machine, there is no
longer room for any dichotomy between intellectual competence and
manipulative skills and, therefore, between academic and vocational
education. ,

3.0 ... .lEducation cannot shed its responsibilities to the student (and to society
in his behalf) just because he has chosen to reject the system or because it
has handed him a diploma. Ina world where the distance between the
experiences of childhood, adolescence, and adulthood and between school

nd work continually widens, the school must réach forward to assist the ~
student across the gaps just.as labor market institutions must reach back to
"assist in the transition.... .

4. Some type of formal occupational preparatlon must be a part of every
educational experiehce.... In addition, given the rapidity of change apd the
competition from generally rising é’@ucatlonal attainment, upgrading and
remedial education opportunities are a continual, necessity.

»

&

.
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5. The objective of vocational education should be the developmen:‘. of the
o individual, not the' needs of the labor market.... The system for occupatidnal
o preparation should supply a salable skill at any terminal point chosen by the,
individual, yet no doors should be closed to future progress and development.y

Building on these pringiples, the Council recofmended a "'unified system of
vocational education’ which included the following as key components: A

1. Occupational preparation should bé‘gir{ in the elementary schoo¥s with a

_realistic picture of(the world of work, Its fundamental purposes should be

to familiarize the student with his world and to grovide him the intellectual -
%

tools and rational habits of thought to play a satisfying role in it.
% .

N - . ’ PR . s
y . In junior high school, econsinic orientatiog and occupational preparatlo“g

. should reach a more sop?listicated stage with study by all students of th§
~economic and industrial system by which: éoods and services are produged .
and distributed. The objectives should be exposure to the full range,of .

\ occupational choices which will be available at a later point and full Yoo
knowledge of the relative advantages and the requirements of each. : \

though,pré‘paration should not be limited to a specific occupation. Given
the unceﬁtainties of a changing economy and the limited experiences upon
which vocational choices must be made, instruction should not be ovezly
narrow but should be built around significant families of oceupations or /
industries which promise expanding opportunities.... All students outside
the college preparatory curriculum should acquir‘g‘an entry-level job skill,
but they shduld also be prepared for post-high school vocational and tethnical
education. aﬁven those in the college preparatéaryg curriculum might profit
from the techniques of learning by doing. Oh the other hand, care shoklld be
- taken that purisuit of a vocationally oriented curricutum in the high school
does not block the upward progress of the competent sfu@er}t whélater ‘decides
\ ‘ to pursue a college degree. : ) .

3.~ Otcupational preparation should become more specific in the high schS%l, ' \

4. Occupational ‘education should be based on a spiral curriculum :};v%ich treats
concepts at higher and higher levels of complexkity as the stident moves
through the program. Vocational preparation should be used to make general
education concrete and understanlé?ble; general education should point up the .
vocational implications of all education. Curriculum materials should be
» prepared for both general and vocational education to emphasize these
relationships. ' | ’ . ' o 1

5. Beyond initial preparation for employment, many, out of choice or necessity,
will want to bolster an upward occupationjl climb with part-time, and
sometimes full-time, courses and programs as adults. These should be °
available as part of the regular \public school system. They should npt be
limited to a few high-demand and Jow-cost trades, but should provide a range ~
or ogcupationafl choice as wide as Bhose available to students preparing for
initidl entry. ‘- ’
6. Cccupational preparation neéd not and should not be limited to the classroom,
oto the school shop, or to the laboratory, Many arguments favor traininggn
the joh., Expensive equipment need not be duplicated. Familiarization with
the environment and discipline of the workplace are impostant parts of
occupational preparation yet are hard to simulate in a classroom. s
Supervisors and other employees can double as instructors. Andthe trainee
. learns by earning. On the dther hand, the employer and his supervisors

may be more production than training oriented. The operations and
. -4 - ; . . ' ’ N )
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equipment of a particular employer may covér only part of a needed range
“of skills, necessitating tx?nsfer among employers for adequate training. The
ideal is to meld the advantages of institutional and on-the-job training in
fdrmal cooperatlve work-study programs
7. Fffectlve occupational preparation is impossible if the schogl feels that its
obhgatlon ends when the student graduatesg The schoolw therefore Ymust
* work with employers to build a bridge bétween school and work s Placmg the
student on a job and following up his sudccesses and failures prov e the best
possible information to the school on its own strengths and weaknesse®.?/
. -
More directly relevant to Part D, the Council's third legislative recommendation
was that 'funds and permanent authority be provided for the Conimissioner of
Education to make grants and cont acts to state boards and with the approval of
the state board to local educational agencies and to other public or nonprofit
private agencies, orgamzatlons, or institutjons for planning, development, and
operation of exemplary and mnovatwe programs of occupational preparation.’ 13/
The Council noted that 'the effectiveness of a humber of new methods, techmques,
and services has been verified in research and experimental studies' and that it
is necessary to incorporate these new methods and services as they become
available "in order tg,ensure that all youth and adults, especially those with
disadvantages, have adequate and appropriate opportunities to prepare for
satisfactory employment....'s The Council then specified that "these exempkary
programs of occupational education should mclude the following provisions which
dre not offered widely in ex1stmg vocational educatlon programs:
P o !
Exploratory occupational education to provide practical and . {
educational experiences essential to understanding the demands : v
and complexities of our modern society and opportunities in R
the constantly changing world of work; ) .. ot
h 14
Programs des 1gned to acquaint' students w1th employment
opportunities and- tp.tedch skill and knowledge requu‘ed in ’

“#\ _ one or more indusfries or families of dccupations “certified

by the U,S, Department of Labor as offermg expanding 0
opportunities for, employment; , )

Programs or projects to provide students with-educational
experience.through part-time work which willlBssist in their

- maximum development and which’ w111 help link schodl and

.

employment \
Guldance and counseling to assure that all students’ interests .

and capablhtles are developed.in relation to thelr career

objectives and to ease the transition from school to work by

assisting thém in initial job placement;

‘Irruprovement of curricula to stimulate broad-scale innqvative

changes to provide more reaéxstlc vocational e'ducath)n programs

for youth and adults at all skill levels.{/ o

!
b

In essence, the Advisory Council's‘Legislative Recommendatlon No.'3 was the
basis for Part D of the Vocational Educatiqn Amendments of 1062 ¢/ The

expressed goal of Part D is "to reduce the ccmtn?umg seriously hlgh level of

youth unemployment by developing means for giving the same attention as is now R
given to the college preparation needs of those young-persons.who go to college,

to the job preparation needs of the t&o out of three young persons who end their

education at or before completlon of the secondary level,...'" Based on this goal,
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Ehe legislation states: '"The purposes of this part, therefore, are to.create a

“bridge *between school and earning a living for young people, who aré still in o

school, who have left school eit'ﬁ’emby graduation or by dropping oat, or who are
in postsecondary programs of vocational preparation, and to promote coopfration
between public education and manpower agencies. "' 2/ S . .

-
-

In ordeT to build the bridge between school and earning a living and to promote
cooperation bet&een pubhc education and manpower agencies, the leglslatlon . .
provided funds to be used to ''carry out the development, establishment, and

operation of exemplary and innovative occupational education programs or projects,

designed to serve as models for use in vocational educath,n programsl—/ The -

" funds aflocated to 'Part D were to be distributed amang tfxegflfty states and the

District of Columbia ac ordmg to a formula specified in the Act with up to 3% of N
the total allocated to be,/distributed among Puerto Rico, the Vlrgm Islands, Guam, .
American Sarhoa, and the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands according to

their respective needs for agsistance. Of the amount available to each state, 50% ‘ .
was to be administered by the state and 50% was to be admxmstered by the U,S.

Commissioner of Edu ation. . e e

For both the state aq the federally administered portions of Part D, the legislation ) ..

specifies that grants or contracts may be made to pay all or part of the cost of
planning, establishing, operating, or evaluating exemplary programs or projects
designed to carry oput the two main purposgs 8t thviAct and '"to broaden occupational

.aspirations and op ortdnities for yoyths, with spedial emphasis given.to youths who

have academic, sgcioeconomic, or other handicapg, whgch programs oy projects
may among otherd, include -- .4
* R o I

designed to fargjliarize elementary ‘and secondary school - N
studgnts with the broad range of occupations for whigh SpeciZf
skills are required and the requisites for careers in such
ocqupations; . ' / , 'Y

4 o . . . '

(B) programs or projects for students providing educational v

experiences through work during the school Year or in the ' .

S mer, . .
‘

(A)

¢ -
(C) programs or projects. for intensive occupational guidance —

and counseling during the last years of school and for initial

. PN,
job placement;

- bl
. T TS
@ »

(D) programs or projects designed to _Broaden or improve .

" (EY exchanges of personnel between schools and other agencies,

institutions, or organizdtions participating in activities to

achieve the purposgs of this part, including manpower . . . .
agenciesand industry; ) o -

(F) "grograms or projects for ysung workers released from v
\ their jobs on a part-time basis for the purpose of i . .
increasing their, éducational attainment; and,

= ¢ ! ° N ) Ve o
(G) programs or prqjects at the secorxry level to motivate >

and provide preprofessional preparatlon for potential

Qteachers for vocational.education. " 2/

L4
o *

With [the passage of the legislation in October 1968, operational respoI;Sibil'lty’for
PartiD<4vas given to the Division of Vocatiopal and Techplcal Education m the U.S.
Office Tof Education's Bureau of Adult, Vocational, and lerary Programs In

\
i

y

. : 26 - . A - -
.

N - . ?'? - -

<
%

Pt . . Ry,

B
X5 gAY g

Fo

3



¢ . ‘ . e
preparation for implementing Part D and related amendments, USOE sponsored
a conference in Atlanta in March 1969, at which a pumber of papers pertaining to
implementing aspects of the 1egxslatwe program were p#esented. Among those
presented were: '"Unifying an Entire System of Educatibn Around a Career
, .. Development Theme, ®by Edwin Herr, and "Elements ,of a Model for Promotmg
Career Development in Elemeptary and Junior High Schools, " by Norman Gysbers. 10/,
"The tittes of thes¥® papers suggest the direct link which exists between the origins
of the Part D effort and what severab years later came to be ca,lled "'career . “
i oducat‘lon "

In October 1969, the U.S. Office of Education mvxted mterested school districts

and otler crganizations throughout the country to submit proposzls to conduct Part

D.projects. More than 175 proposals were submitted to USOE in response to this

- invitation.l!/ Based ony reviéw conducted in accordance with provisions cited in the

Federal ReglstergUSO\select'ed one project in each.state to receive Part D

funds for a period of three years. The review process included provision for

statos to comment on and veto proposals ‘from organizations in their states. The

review was sufficiently stringent that in some states all of the initially submitted ‘
roposals were rejected and allocation of funds postponed until a proposal meeting
SOE’criteria was received. As a result of the review procedures as well as ‘

variations in the time taken to respond to the invitation for proposals, the initial

Part D projects did not all start at the same time. -

The legislation provides that a project is Mecewe Part D funds for more than -
three years and the USOE invitation for proposals specified that projects would be
three years in duration. Since it was anticipated from the start thatonce the first .
project in a state was terminated another would be funded, the initial projects are
common“} referred to as thoge funded in‘the "First Round." In June of 1973, the

first of the Second Round projects were funded by USCE utilizing criteria and

insights gained during the first three.years of operation, and by August of 1974, 47
Round II projects had been funded. ) -

-

h s ~

In total, 6b projects were funded by USOE in the first round m each of the 50 :
states, the District of Columbia, and th& territories. For various site- -specific
reasons) three * of the earliest funded projects were terminated significantly

prior to "thexr expected three year duration. In two ¢f these casps)\ another
project in the ctate was awarded funds for a three-year effort and was considered

a part of the first- round effort'¥In seven cases it was ?etermined that the recipient
of the initial grant would not need all of the funds available through the legislative
allocation formula and subsequently a second, and in the case of California a third, -
project was funded and considered part of the "first round." Table 1 on the following
page presents the starting dates for the first funded project in each state in the first —
¢olumn and” in the second, co}umn the starting date for éubsequent projects which are
considered as first® round undertakmgs by virtue of receivihg funds prior to January
1973. o

‘ N - P e

As will become clear in subseq'uent chapters of this report, there was considerable ,
diversitytamong the first round projects in terms of administrative structure,
specific project objectives, and operating style. USQE awarded grants in some

’ cases to state boards of education to encompass several school districts and in

"~ “other cases to single school districts to focus on a specific portion of the school
district. In every case, however, fhe grants were made in response to proposals
Judged consistent with a policy paper (AVL V70-1) which constxtuted a portxon of ,
the invitation for proposals.

’

. * Hawaii, Minnesota, and Florida. ' R .
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FIRST ROUND COMMISSIONER'S SHARE PART Dic) PROJECTS BY MONTH OF ORIGINAL FUNDING
Year 1970 1971
Month, June  * |July fAug. | Sept | Oct. | Nov | Dec. }Jan. Feb. [Mrd]Plune .
* First Ala Kan. [Calif.} S. Dak.{ Conn. | Mont. | Wash. Co‘lo‘. N. Mex.| R. L. }{ Alas.
. Funded |[Ark. 'Md. |Okia.|Ohio |Del.- Ind. N.Y. Vt. || Arla.
4 Projects | Fla. Utah | Tex. lowa | ? Mo. Penn. ldaho
Ga. Wyo. Me. W.Va.{Wisc. .
Hawail Minn. Neb.
Ken. v
la. . - -
Mass.
; Mich.
Nev. &
New Hamp. /
& N.J. , .
N.C. < .
N. Dak, ' .
Ore.
S, C. '
v M Tenn. L
. Va.
. . p.C. )
Miss, .
No, Praectaf 20 3 4 2 'S 1 1 4 4 2 5 =51 L
Year/Month #June'?7l |Sept. ‘71 |[March 721 June ‘72 July ‘72 B . .. '1
3 - - hed
Subsequently iﬂnnuou Florida | lilinols |Callfornia—}-Massachiusatts | . * st T
_ funded . {X N. Hamp.{Callfornia | Michigan - ° "
projects, 2 . New Jersey . N
N New Yotk ts .
N -‘:\ - ~
No Projects 1 1. 2 4 1 x 10 = v

SOURCE: Abstracts of Exemplary Projects in Vocational Education; USHEW. June 1973.
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This policy paper served as a primary referenc® point fon both the fﬁnded projects -
and USOE during the first round. While the projects varied in many respects, all '

il

were expected to comply with administrative and programmatic points made in - |,

"In order to Rchievegmaximum impact, the funds available for fiscal yeafr 1970
will be focused on programs or projects which combme, in one operational
setting, all the following aspects: . .

this key dogument. - From a programmatic pomt of view, the paper specfled that:

-

-

1. Pro n for broad occupatlonal orientation at the elementary and secondary .
school levels so as to increéase student awareness of the range of options open
to them in the world of work. ° a
A N
2. Provision for work experience, cooperative educatlon, and similar programs.
makmg possible a wide varlety of offerings in many occupational areas,  \

v

3. _ Provision for studen{s not previously enrolled in vocational programs to

‘ receive specific training in job entry skills just prior to the time that they
leave the school. (Some of these training programs might be very intensive |
and of short duration.) . .

’

4. Provision for intensive, occdpatioﬁ guidance and counseling during the 1ast

years of school and for initial placement of all students at the completion of
their schooling (Placement might be in a job or in postsecondary occupational
training. Placement should be accomphshed in sooperation with appropriate
employment services, manpower agenc1es, etc.)

5. Provision for the grantee or contractor to carry the program on with support
from regular funding sources after the termination of the Federal assistance

~  under PartiD of P,L, 90-576. (Federal assistance under Part D cannot
exceed three years.z ) .

8 - T
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While this section of the policy paper concludes by antlc1patxng "that other program
emphases may: be highlighted in future fiscal years," the focus for all first round
pProjects was to be as stated. Base®bn three years of expenence, a somewhat
modified policy statement currently serves asa basic document for second round’
projects. -
’
Concurrent « 1th, the selection by USOE of sites for the implementation of proy:‘ct’:'s v
funded from the $0% of Part D funds reserved for the U.S. Commissioner of
Education, the states awarded grants with their half of the Part D funds. In thelr'
use of Part D funds the states were bound he federal legislation as to procedures -
and purpose but not by the USOE policy pap&@nd its designation of areaquf ), o '
priority. As a result, the variation in the use of funds both wi.thln 5ndbetween- \_.
states between 1969 and 1973 was conslderable.\.For e\;amg}é while some states
adopted basically the same iundmg strateg"y as did usog, providing a few projects
relatively latrge amounts of movey for a three year4perloc4 othe{s funded a great

many pﬁo)octs for a short duration. By the same token, there was conmd'eral{le
. wu'latlon among” states with respect to the S,DOC§1C types of legi latively authorued
. actTvatLes which they supported
" In summary, while there was considerable var1atlon among both state admlmstered
and federally administercd Part D proJects ur1ng the years between the passage of
the legjslation in late 1968 and the end of the first three year funding cycle in June
1973, there‘were several key areas of commonality. The entire effort began from
the Advisory Council on Vocational Education which in turn was based- on a .
' comprehensive assessment of the status of vocational edudcation in the U.S., and the .
researgh and development efforts which were of note at the time. The Part D
legislgflon ‘specified a general goal, two basic purposes, and a set of broad
procedures which were presumed to lead to accomplls'hmg the purpose%. The
responsibility for implementirng the procedares, i.e. developmg the spemflc
techniques which would in combination accomplish the legislative purpo§e, was
explicitly delegated te USOE and the states presumably with the expectatlon that
variations would occur. These variations, however, were to be vﬂthm the
programmatic and procedural framework specified in‘the Act.
. - - ; . .
4 B. Career Education: Its Relation to Part D

The origins of the concept of career education may be traced back seyeral decades, »‘“’

As a phrase with special meaning to the educational community,' it is,generfally *

accepted that its origin is the speech by then U.S, Commlssloner of ducatlon,

Sidney Ma¥Tland, Jr., delivered in Januaty 1971, at the Conventlon of National

Association of Secondary School Principals, entitled "Career Educatlon Now." In; . ‘
the months which followed, Marland made a series of speeches relatlng tb career v -,
education and expanding on various aspects of the concept.>* 14/ T'he po 1t1ve respogf/j ’

" to his efforts was widespread.’ Career education became a malor thrust of the USOE,
during his tenure as Commlssioner and eventually merited leglslahon creating wttfnﬂ
USOE an Office of Career Education. The fdnctions of the Offiée of g'careex‘}zducauon »
include 'providing for thel demohstration of thé best of the curr‘ent career education
programs and pfactlceszlz,y the development.and testing of exemplary programs and ..
practices.,.. and developmg State and Iocal plans for 1mp1ementmgncareer educatnon
programs. ..."1.—53 . ‘, Qe . : _4:k ‘ //‘ "\’-"
As Marland used 1t and as carr1ed forward in t’he 197‘4 ,‘am dm'»ents to the Elementary
and Secondary. Educatlbn Act which established ap Offlce Qf aree.z’ ,'Educatlon the., -
term refers to a. set of concepts which have '"been dlscussed 03 leaders and. scholar |
in vocatlonal and ether education for years. "1/ 1n tracing th derveklopment of /"‘:',‘

* career education ag an educatlonal program, leading advocate‘both Avithin the .,
Office of Education'and without 2/ cite the major contribution made/by the Adv1sm'y
Council on Vocatiohnl Education of pulling together related reseaz;cl} and setting .
forth specific recor’nmendatlons Given that, it was not until l9'fl th?t the term ¢

4
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"gareer education' was popularized, there is no rnconsistency in the conclusion

O that while the Part D legislation and policy statements made no mention of it, the. .
. . projects funded under this section of the Vocational Education Act oon,shtutq som,e . {
R \ of the earliest efforts to oPeratlonallye the set of coqcepts which'are R ‘associated '

with career education, ,,J,‘ R )
6’ - (-

) a < . »
Vhile the Part D progra:mé {Nhlch are the subject of this study n‘(ay accurately be

oasidered carger education programs, it must be noted that they by no means
nstituteall the federal and local effort over the” past several years. W-ith the

test our career education models in selected locations. Severdl states have
ajor commitments of tlme and £unds to implement career education programs

- signifiecant\investments in developmg career educ tlon curricula and in support of
. e - »
AN - career educahon researqh pro_]ec.'ts ather than thos assoctated with Part D,
- . s ot . 1 . '

.. 3 . . .
o o= in ﬁumrhary, while the Part D pro_] ts and career educatidn have common. orLgxns
and ‘share many e@ucatwnal concepts and goal%, it would not Jbe accurate to presume
. that the first round effort of Part D constltutes a fiar test éf xmpleme;atmg the f i
‘caréer education- concept. Rather, the first round projects, parudular‘ly thobe\ .,‘ O
v - “supperted from the Commissioner's share of t.he Part D approprlatlon, should be - '
o seen as an early approach to operatidgnalizing the concept in the loraI scho"ol

_s[stems, but only one of sevérasuchmfforts v o T .t

v

C. "Evaluation of Part D Prdjects: Study Objectives -
B .

k=1

' .
As the completion of the first round three-ydar funding cycle for Commiigsioner's
share projects drew to a close, the Office of Education determined that a thorough
evaluation of the first round effort should be*undertaken. While it was recognized
that an evaluation conducted at the end of the three year cycle could not directly
address the long term objectives oflthe Part'D effqrts, it was presumed that much
information which would be of assistance in the con}: ued operation of the program
could be obtained.

is that of the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evalua\ion.' In the spring of 1973,

- OPBE prepared a statement of work for the Part D, evaldatidn whlch specified the . -
. " four following objectives:

\. \ X \\ 3 - ‘ “ . ‘ 1 s )“

1. ' Evaluation of the effectmi\geness of Federal discretiona&y%tt D) projects ‘and
. their components where effectiveness is defined as the e to which .

/ student outcomes attributable t3 project activities conform ‘to the legislative '
rot intent for Part D funds. . - , .' T

s { ’ \ -, ! " !
“. ' ! 2. Performance of a cost analysx of each Pederal dlscretlonary praject covering .o
.} ) the three-year perlod of Part D fundmg with focus_on thé relatlon 6f cost to ‘
[r N ‘ .. student outcomdg and project process meésures, and periorm}mce of cost .
D analysis for those\discretionary projects whose funding hasl ter;mmp.ted !

. . comparing the peri¥d before termination of Part D fundmg and t}me berlod after ~
.its terminatio

- R \' !
] - - 10 - Co FRPE o
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3. Assessment of the influence of projects or their components on other SChp \s
and school systems in their states, and isolation of feasibility of replxcatz\qn \
and determmatlon of the apphcabxhty of project charactertstxcs in other © . -
s,ett:m s. D N

24 . ' . \ N \

3 Performance of a descriptive study and analysxs of projects supported from

\\ . state-administered funds, paying particular attention to their estxmated

‘-\‘\ impact; identification of different state allocation strategies to determine the 3

\ \ differential impact of various strategiés. . T

\ ' ' k
v . . ~ »
\\\In June 1973, OPBE signed a contract to have performed the work necessary to
accomplish these objeciives and work was begun in July. The work was to be
apgomplished in"two phases.. . :

-

. T}'\\e irst phase of the effort was an "assessment of information available in anrfual

\ and \(m\l reports of each discretionary project in (&e first three-year cycle, on"

file i JSOE Washington, D.C., and discussions with USOE program managers.

A ong fl\ purposes of this effort was to obtain the data base necessary to deveiop .
theWs Slg{l and umcrumentatlon for the field data collection and analysis phase of the »

. evaluabdon, .Implicit in the approach to the evaluation was the assumption that basic .,

h ", descripti ¢ data on most, if not all, projects was available through the project

\

[

N - annual reports .and the externally conducted evaluations required annually of each

o wprgject, g ! !

-\ oL S
@ase&‘z;n the exter\is\we review of materials available regarding state and federal )
pré‘fégt‘s‘and an a a\’"y.sxs of third party evaluations, it was apparent at the'end of -
thé finst several m ﬁhs that uniform data on the projects did not exist. Similarly, -
it w\ﬁi\}pparent that where evaluations addressed the ared of project impact on.
parti ;‘patmg student§ thh data produced was not amenable to cross-site comparison. -
There waa\htﬂe umformuty in the indicators sglected by the pro;ects with regard to ¢
achievement’ of the prog'ram sbjettives specified in the Part D legislation and
related USQE:polisye= ~ g

N\,

-
[y o~

e e

Given the dxvc\:qi, - the prOJects with regard to SpelelC student-related cutcomes
as well as the expé.(te diversity in Jprogram proce$ses, the decision was made by
USOE and the contr ctaNto developa set of student outcome and program process

+ hypotheses which “r;r,ejxe logically to the legislation and Part D policy statements,
These hypoth&gs a¥e Brese ted in the context of the next chapter.

A ‘.' .
Y [}
s et 3\' -~ -
N * N . .
.

. v\
*  Ba d upon an initial :a\alysxs of datj dunhng Q s y 1t was determined that an extcnsxve effort

nd available data  The contract was ; 3
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'‘CHAPTER III: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK . .
- r o &
The purpose of this ehapter 1s to provide the conceptual framework for the study of
the federally administered portion of the Part D program (Sec. L42(c)) The rela-
tx mship between federal activities and ubjectives to local activities and objectives

s discussed. . Four basic'program elements‘%nd three relationships ur pré)cesseb
are identified and the »study questisns associated with them are presented. Dis-

) .cussion of the approach to the study of state administered Part D programs (Se

142 (d)) is presented in Chapter XI, together with related findings.’

] N \\( EY
/ - N .
[ °
\

. A, Overview

The complete process of evaluating a program such as Part D requires the perform-
ance of several activities including the statement of program goals, the measurement
of the extent to which the goals were achie ed, and finally, comparing achievements
to goals and making a judgment on goal achlevement. In a very real sense, it is

this last step, making a judgment on goal achievement, which is evaluatlon The
object “of this study was to measure program ,aghievements and to analyze the results
as a basis for evaluation, In the sense used here, evaluation of the fitst round

Part D programs is to be performed by the USOE andithe Congress,

This national study of the federally administe red portiog of the Part D prégram wabs
to focus on the’ results of 50 different projects.located in 49 states and the District

of Columbia. Each project had its local goals and objectives, and each had becen
independently evaluated in these terms, It was a condition of the Part D grants that
each project arrange for such an evaluation annually and that the evaluation reports
be submitted to USOE for review, '

For several reasons, it was exp11c1t from the start that this study would not be a
gompllatlon of 50 individual pro_]ect evaluations. First, it was recognized that the
dive rsigy among the projects in terms of locally determined procedures and objec-. |
tives would make meaningful cross-prgjeGgt summary statements difficult under the

* best of circumstances, Second, it was recognized that there was no conSistent

-

*framework used by the local project evaluators and that the quality of the evaluations
\}ar‘ied considerably ré€gardless of the framework used, Finally, and most impor-
t\g, the study was to focus its limited resources on the fede ral effort and the
degree to which the entire Part D effort.realized fede ral legislative and policy v
objectives, In this context, each proje¢t was viewéd as a component of the federal
effort and each was expected to contribute to the realization of the federal goals,
Thus, while each project had its own short range objectives and longer range goals,
the focus of this study was to be on the accomplishment of federal objectives of

Part D and, inferentially, on progress toward the federal goal. Given this perspec-
tive, it was to be an assessment of the extent to which the local projects contributed
to achievipg the purposes of Part D as defined in the legislation and federal policy
statements, As such, the study could be considered an assessment of any individual A
Part D project only to the extent that its objectives were congruent with federal
ob_]ectwes N ! . v *

\e discussion nresented in the preceeding chapter described and summarlzed the =
alient points of the Part D legislation and its origins, In’ essence, the legislation
provided for the expendlture oftfeqeral funds in local school gystems in order to
produce a specified sét of actw\tles which in turn would produce'an effect on stu-
dents which was expected to contribute toward achieving the goal of the.legislation,

v

.
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The typical relationship among fhe elements of the Part D program may be depicted
as in Figure 1 betow, Many evaluations encounter difficulties by failing to differen-
tiate conceptually between federal and local inputs, and federally expected and locali
) actw‘itles, outcomesy and goarér Thxs 1mportant dlstmctlon is reflected in Figure 1

and illustrated more fully by gure 2, \\
' ederal Program [ __Locd} Project I - Local Project Federal
s ! Inputs IFedé}aUy,Expecte > Federally Expected 5 Goal
* \, . Activities Student Qutcomes Local
K L Activities Student Qutcomes Goal
ogal Program| | ¥ . ,

lnuts
i FIGURE 1
PLANNED"S‘:‘i’%chRE OF THE PAR‘? D(c) PROGRAM
N L e Fa—
Xs=

. .
i - C > .

P
The.vrle]tationship ‘presented in’ﬁi’igure 1 between federal and loc;ﬂ'\ir{puts, activities,
outcomes, and goals is meant to be illustrative of one of several logical possibili-
ties, The actual wrelationshi[i»rr?ay be expected to vary across projects, Figure 2
below illustrates the five logically possible relationships between the federally .
expected program eutcomes and those of a single Part D project. As sugéested by
the figure, the locally planned butcomes of a project operated with Part D funds.
could: a) be the same as the fedérally expected outcomes,.b) be only a portion of
the federally sponsored outcome}, c) include all fedezally expected outconies within
a larger set of local outcomes, d) include only a portior of the federally expected
outcomes w1thm a set of broader outcomes, or e) be independent of the federally
gxpected outcomes *

~

b
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POSSIBLE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PART D PROGRAM OUTCOME OBJECTIVES
! AND LOCAL PROGRAM OUTCOME OBJECTIVES
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The s;‘{ne set of pOSSI?e relationships exists between locally planned activities and .

federally expected actiyities and between the federal goal and the local goal, While

* by defmxt\t\on a Part D project w111 utilize some Part D funds, in some instances a
project may utlhze only the funds "available though Part D, and in others it may
supplement these funds. Although one might hypothesize a relationship between
the origin of project resourcks ¢r inputs and the origin (i.e., federal verus local)
of project activities and outcomes, pure logic does not permit presumptions in
.this regard, o .
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’ h : B. 'Evaluatigln Framework Applied to Part D ., v ’ Q '
’ . @
‘Given the view reflected in F\'g\{xr'e 1, the Part D program may be considered for the ) P
‘ ! _purpose of this evluation as havihg four basic elements:<’(l) Fede ral Goals; (2) Fed- :
eral Inputs; (3) Federally Expected Project Activitics; and (4) Fede rally Expected
Student Outcomes, .The elements build on each other and are linked by three dif- N |

’ ferent but cumulative relationships, €ach of these.us descrabed brieflybelow.
The description of the four program elements is followed by a discussion of the

three sets of relationships. . ¢ ) )
4 1
}.  Federal Goal " = - v - i :

’ -

As stated in the federal legislation, the g6a1 of JP,:jtrt D of the 1968 amendments ,

to the Vocational Educatjon Act was to "reduce the contfnuing seriously high

level of youth unemployment. " ‘The legislation does;not explicitly state that

Part D alone will result in a reduction of youth une loyment, ~ szr ler, it is

“implicit that Part D represents one of several steps tp be taken in reaching .
\ oo T

this goal, L. . . /
11 . hd .

in meeting the job preparation neceds of students not going to college as iucy

are in meeting the needs of the college-bound student would: contribut® to the

. realization of the goal of reducing the high level of youth unemployment, The .

‘ legislation states that this effort requires d'eveloping new ways to create a

bridge between school and e» rning a living for young people, ' in part by promot=

ing ", ::oope ration between puplic education and mani)ower agencies, " - - C,
L ! . LY

4.+ Federal Inputs . .

From the legislation, the Federal Registér, .and the USGE Part D policy| paper, )
it can be inferred that in order to make school more relevant to the job prepara~ .
tion needs of students, projects were to be funded which aimed at broadening

oth occup;{tional dspirations and opportunities_for yquth, especially thoie with ;
adem";, socio-economic, or other handicaps; \ 7 ‘

The legislation indrc—'ate_s?that an effért designed to make schools as effective %‘

&

s

\

. s,
. To\this end the act@;horized the appropridtion of up o $222, 500, 000 for :1\ .
- \ per %\f‘ of four vears. Qf this amount, $67 million was actually appropriated. . ) \
over ﬁifour years with! approximately §33, 500,000 devoted to the federally .\
administered projects under Part D (Sec. 142(c)). The funds actually appro-
priated Yepresent the reshu.ces allocated toward reaching thd goal oi reduced '
x ‘ youth unemployment through Part D, In other words, the federal funds alloca-
i i ted, in accordance with a legislatively prescribed formula, constitute the '
' federal resources or inputs into each Part D project and in total to the Part D

program, ° T
\ ~ Responsibility for admimste ring these inputs was delegated by the Congréss to
_‘\ ', the U, S, Office 'of Education, and from there to the ‘USOE Division of Vocation- ,
‘ al and Technical Education (DVTE), Operatianally, it was the responsibility .
. - ' of DVTE fo insure that the legislatively available resources were utilized as
planned, ¢
14
t ¢ ‘
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3. Federally Expgc'ted Project Activities ‘ . e,

<

“f

h Ideally, mputs are made with the expectation that outputs will be produced:” In
this case, grant awards were made with the expe ctation that certain activities
would occir which would lead to achxevmg student outcomes and ultimately the

> achievement of the program goal, These activities constitute the planned fed-

\\ eral ~activit,ie's at the level of the local schog] district (LEA), While these ° .

activities typically will be contained within fhe field of local activities, ,the '

relationship of the federal activities to local activities may vary from project

to project, hisome locales, the LEA may focus entirely on the federally

%

. expected activities, while in other places only selected federally expected
actwnes mayb addressed., . e,
' In the gontext of S etion 142(c) of Part‘D, the "Commissioner's share'" effort, 2
the project level activities which federal legislation and USOE policy* specified ‘
should result from federal expenditures were that there be: . s

® in each state a formally designated project functioning in accord with Part D
. policy and funded at an ahpual rate of between $100, 000 and $200,000; - , s - .

® in each p;oject, some 1ev§1 of activity directed toward occupational orienta-
tion at the elementary and secondary school levels;

® in each project some level of work experience or cooperative education
activities; : -
”f‘ EEN . - .
® in each project an effort to provide intensive job entry skill trammg to stu-
dents just pr%or to their leaving school; ) . . . : B

w T - v
@ in each project an intensive guidance and comseling program for students"g &

. and - K ( .

e in eaéh’pfoj‘éct the initial placement of-students leavi.ng' school, <, o,
, M . @
In addttt% these activities, there we re activities merntioned in the le,glslatlon

L

. but not requiredsin the USOE policy paper. ’Yhese activities are: , o
By ' '
N o
: ° act1v1t1es for young workers released from then'éﬂgbs on a part ~time basis
for the purpose of increasing their educattonal a mment, . . *

. ® activities encouraging the exchange of personngl between schools and other
agencies, mstttutlons, or organizations participating in activities to achieve
A the purposes. of Part D, including manpower agencies dnd indugtry; and . - <
b4
' -

.

' e activities designed at the secondary level to motivate an:d provide pre-
professional preparation for potential teachers of vocational education, -

.

- 4, Federally Expected Student Outcomes

‘The object of expending federal funds to produce a set of program activities at

the school district level was to produce a change in students which would conr,

tribute to attammg the federal goal of reducing the rate of youth unemploy‘ment;

Since neither the legislation nor the federal policy statements specified the

student outcomes which were to result from implementing Part D projects, it ;;ﬂ
) was necessary in designing the evaluation to develop a set of expected outcomas {~
- logically related to the federally expected activities at the project level, ~ The

* USOE Policy Paper govejning first round Part D Sec. 142(c),projects: AVL V70-1.
‘ 4 . 5

-
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Lo implicit assumption was that if these objectives were produced th$hodd con-
) tribute toward the realization of the long-range goal of reducing the high level
"of youth unemployment, These outcomes, when measured and judged attributable
. ' . to projectractivities, yould serve as indicators to the degree to which progress:
) had been made toward the realization of the long range goal, . \ .
’} . >
The expected student outcomeskwe re specified jointly by the study team and the
two salient units ,of USOE (DVTE and ORBE). The set of specified outcomes

which emerged fPgm the interaction was not intended tosbe exhaustive, Rather, o .
the final set constituted those outcomes which were considered reasonable \
) expectations of Part D projects admihistered in local school districts relying
; primarily on federal funds, These objectives are as follows: - LA d 1
. e Student participants w111 be able to identify a greatgr numbe r of occupatlons
\ _ than non-part1c1pants .
e Student participants will demonstrate m&re familiarity with tasks and func-
tions associated with. selected occupatlons than non-participants,
\ . Student participants Wwill be more familiar with the requlsltes associated |
\ with employment in selected occupatlons than non-part1c1pants
e Student participants will score higher on pre-vgcational, job readiness tests
v B than‘non-participants. - .
%)!"? N Iy s
e Student participahts w1ll 1nd1cate morge posttwe attifudes toward employment
than non- part1c1 ants,
o e The variety of careers being considered by infividual participating students
w111 be greater than the va rlety for non~part1cxpants. v
< »
N » ' @ Student participants will indicate more positive attitudes toward guldance
‘ and counseling than non-participants. '
' @ More student participants will mdlcate havmg a career plap than non- -
participants,- . . '
e More student part1c1pants will include furthey training or educatlon as a’
portion of their career plan than non-participants, , ’
) e More student participants will cite theif career preference as their expected
carcer than non-participants. -
. s ' ' " .
. e The number of student participants citing vocational education as their
future career will be greater than non-participanss. (Note: This outcome P
was based on language in the leglslatlon that did not appear in the USOE '
o policy paper, ), .
. ® Students will evidence behavioral gains (e, g,, less tardiness, fewer, aBsences,
fewer dlsc1p11nary problems, etc, ) as a result of participating in career ed- v
v ‘ucttion activities, - ) 3 ¢
'9” . ’ ' v
. ® A greater number of graduates within the past 12 months who have partici- :
. pated in the program will be employed full-time or in further training than
’§ - non-participants, ’ - o

af’g‘* ' '\ilfx'g “
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- 5. Relationship One: -Federal Inputs td Project Activiti&s i . ,\
v \
As indicated, the federal resources or inputs were expecte result in a set N \\
" of specific actiyities carried out ih at least one school dis®fict in each state, - .o
N Program activities in tlus context are understood to include methods and tech-
nigues employed in producing the program outpwts, i, e., student outcomes, : ;
\ It 15 presumed that the relationship between inputs and outputs 1s considered to ‘

be « manageable one, which is Yo say that adjustments in the inputs will alter
the outputs, These adjustments usually are, in fact, changes imf)'roject activi- |

NI

ties., . | ; . \

B N Y- .

AN N ¢ .\

Typicdlly, an evdluative study first takes>some measure of program i;)puts and -—
outputs. Orice this is accomplished, it is necessary to analyze and int‘é; rpret

the fihdings 1n order for them to have meaning and utility. Taken sepatately,

there are four possible findings: (1) the inputs occurred aswplanne ; (2) they

did not; (31 the outputs occured as planned; arfd (4) they did not. Once it is

known whigh of these findings is the case it is also necessary to understand

the relationghip of the inputs and the outputs. As indicated in Figure 3, the re

are four posiible combinations. \ ¢ \
Ny .
- ,\ B -
> » . ¢ -
.I' Qutnuts oceurred as'planne‘d Cutputs did not occur as planned X
[(nputs occurred as planned ! 1]
. [Inputs did not occur as planned: 1t vV_ ‘2
1Y . 7 v
, 1 FIGURL 3 . ;v
. L)
v €~
RELATIONSHIP OF INPUTS TO OUTPUTS
. °
s ) hd
<" Cell I indicates that both the inputs and outputs 'occurred as planned. In this

situation the analysis focuses on program activities in an attempt.to discover:
_ (2) what factors have been important to success ? and (b) are there ].‘etter or
Y ~ more efficient ways to produce similar results in the \future? ’
In Cell II, the planned inputs occurred but the exp ected outcomes did not result.
~ When this flappens,' it is a function of evaluatjon to determinc thc reasons for L
® ailure in order to avoid siuidar failures in the future, Once again, activity
« onsiderations are ¥mportant, It may be determined that changes in method
. or technique will correct the problem, It may also be determined that activity
; factors are not the problem, The level’of inputs simply may not be sufficient
to produce the desired results., In the worst case, it may be discoverxed that .
the inputs are themselves inappropriate to produce the desired outcomes, In ~
the first instance, the solutign is essentially a problem of Improving the man-
agement of the inputs., In th&latte r*case policy <considerations are involved in

changing the planned inputs, .
' Y

-~

.~

A . Cells IIl and IV represent circumstances where it is determire d that the \
planned inputs did not occur, In both cases activity considerations are not ’
as significant as in the cases already discussed. Cell III depicts an instance
of t}\le desired outputs resulting from less investment than planned, The
obvious questions to answer here are (a) "was the plan faulty and do the desired
results occur from a lower input level than was felt necessary ?"; and’

{(b) "would the outputs have ocrurred in the absence of the inputs ?!" Both

({L question’s‘ relate, of course, to poliy considerations. At least theoretically,
the production of planned outputs, without the planned inputs ¢ccurring, should
be a rare occurraﬁcg. Usually, when the findings reveal that the planned in-’
puts we're not made, the reasonable expectation is that the planned outputs

‘ .

also would not be produced, as in Cell IV,

‘ - 18 - > d
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The relatxonshtp between federal inputs (defmed as the Part D Sect 142(c)

No- fundg avaxlable to a project) and the spec1f1c results they were expected to

' produce Concerns the manner m which the federal government dispe rs¢d the

Nart D finds and the manner fn which the local projects comphed with'the
basic provisions of their Part D grant. More specifically, the set of primary
factors gove rn'mg\the relatxons}up between federal inputs and pro_]ect activities
may be chanacter zed as program management, Broadly, the factors investi-»

gafed were:

\ £ . ' .

e the sfated objectives of the projects;

'

. ® the nature of the organiza»(ens receiving Part D Sec. 142(c) funds; and
4 _
e compliance with fede‘ra%‘ policy with respect to project management,

\\6. Relationship Two: Project Activities to Student Outcomes

The basic ].OglC with respect to interpreting the,data related to this set of pro-

> cess factors ‘is the same ,as described above. Essentlally,. if activities and
student outcomes occurred as planned, the focus would be on isolating the
factors associated with project.succesg. and on detérmining if the most cost
: - effettive approaches were used, - Qp.at e other hand, if activities wexrc not as

B . planned, pos 1tWe levels of st:udgnt outcomes would not be ®xpected ‘and focus

Q
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should be on explammg the unexpected %evé’l of activity rather thnn on unexpec-

tedly low student results.

Based on the assumption at the start of the study that project activities general-

ES

ly would conform to planned federal program activities, the following were
determined jointly by DA and USOL as the project treatmen factors or indica-~

tors most likely to eéxplain the student outéomes of the Part D program

£

Partxcxpatmg students will engage in more career famlharlzatlon curriculum

activities than will non-participating students.

e Participating students will engage in more out-of-class career

activities than will non-participating students, o
. ’ ‘l‘

e Participating students will be exposed to more career resource people in
the classroom than will non-participating students, {3
. .

¢ A greater number of participating students will be assiste',} in securing jobs
or in entering work experience programs durmg the scho9'1 year than will
non-participating students,

;

e Participating students will reccive more’ occupational guxdance and cour'sel-
ing during a school year than will nern- part1c1patmg students.
. -

e Partjcipating teachers will eﬂcoufage students to consider careers in voca-
tional education, * .
1

)

>

Relationship Three: Studént Outcomes to Federal Goal -

In essence, the relationship between the goal of reducing youth unemployment
and achieving the student outcomes associated with Part D is hypothetical,
Also, an analysis of this relationship cannot be expected to providé a suffici~
ent explanation of the extent to which the goal was attained, Clearly, the
nature of the job fmarket, fér example, has as much to do with the level of
youth unemployment as the skills and, attitudes of the youth, v s

¢
. i
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Given the nature o} is relationship and the judgment by USOE that three years
of program operations was too short a period to expect-full tmpact from a
program operating at the elementary thrdugh high°school grade levels, this
study does not address eithef8the attainment of the long range goal or the rela-

tionship between the goal and student outcomes, R .
. ) s
C. Summay and Coﬁéf&s\iOns -

In th\e first section of this chapter a general frameworkvwas presented for des-
cribing and evaluating a federal progrim, such as Part D, ‘which is 1mplemented
through grants to agencies at the local level, The framework, Figure 2, -
identifies four program elements and three distinct relationships, . /

s ]
The program elements and processes were discussed briefly in SecttonB above.
It was noted that for this stuéy.of the first three years of the Part D program
questions pertaining,{o the proffam's- impact on the long range goal of reducing
youth unemployment could not be addressed. F‘igure 4, below, illustrates the
framework as it applies 40 this study. In‘this illustration the three program
elements and two sets of process factors around which Part D data were collec-
ted and analyzed are identified, The ﬁgure a}so.illustrates the relationship
between a number of chapters in this report. Specifically, Chapter V addresses
federal inputs or resources, Chapter VI addresses project level activities, or,
the extent to which the federal resources resultéd in the expectedactivities at the
project level; Chapter VII addresses the relattonshxp between the management of
federal reSources and achieveiment of project level act1v1t1es In Chapter VIII
the student outcomes of the Part D program are presented, and in Chapter IX the
relationship between these outcomes and project level activities is discussed.

.
\ 1

. - %

Federal Program Inputy Local Project Local Project

> |( Federally Expected Activitles| [— | [Federally Expected Qutcom es |
Activities - Student OQutcomes

4 * )

|
s

FIGURE 4 .~
¥  EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

“ o

In Chapter IV, which follows, theprocedures useg to collect and analyze the
Part D Sec. 142(c) study data are discugsed. Methods and findings pertaining
to the descrtptwe study of state administered projects (Part D, Sec 142(d))
are presented in Chapter )J(L -

»

¢ - s

- 20 - N

St ot

ik

3

on U sadne

s

SN
R I

o A e Ao R

s RS

o

'
e




3 ' &

CHAPTER iV: STUDY METHODS )
h e

14 . N ° . ] ‘ ’

A. Obtaining Background Information . . a* .

-
3

The general plan for this evaluation began with a process in which background®
mformatxon concerning Part D,projects was to be obtained through rgxlew of
,varlous documents in the files of DVTE. It was expected that grant proposals,
sthird party evaluations, interim reports, USOE site visit evaluations, corres-
. . pondence, -and other grant award materials would provide information describing
the characteristics of Exemplary Projects and of the students participating in
them. Information regarding the following topics was s‘ought:‘ . ‘

-~

1. Characteristics of Ex’%r@l'ary Projects

’ % .

) Cbjectives and major components of projects;
. N
D) Descriptions of the scope of each major component or ac'tivity;
. ' \
D) Identification of materials and techniques used;
- ~

¢

. -

° Organizational and management structure of project; .

e Size, background, qnalifica.tioés, and roles of project staff;

. P * Linkage of project to local and state educational decision-makihg
. structures; ‘ ’ “ v
- . " - }’ sz.
D) Linkage, of project t& manpswer agencies, employrment service —
) ™ agencies, and employezrs; . .
e Summary of project costs by 'category and by source of support;
R ®» Geographic and economic setting in which prdject is‘locatgd;'
.. . Y e | L)
- f D) Summary and assessment of third party evaluation; and . /
* Summary of major changes occurring in project since initiation of
PO Part D funding. ) -
Q‘;
2. .Studlent Characteristics \ N
. e I:Iur;lber of students participating in project out df the total eligible
popu‘latiqn of school or school system, if project is systemwide;
) Breakdown of pirticipating students by curriculum (general, voca~
N S tional, academic), grade level, amd component or activity (requlred
in policy paper or in addition to thos\e required); and
’ i : s
P . Number and characteristics of participating students placed and
. ) summary of followup information. i
i ) : This information was to be utilized (a) in developing a project-by-project ’
, descrlptlon)\he federally adminigtered projécts which could lead to the
. developrgent of a typology of these projects; and (b) as the data base neces-
sary for developing the research design and instrumentation to be used in
the study. ‘. B
L) ) .
o * " /"3 o«
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The review indicated that'much of the anticipated information was either not
available, or was not available in a form that permitted fulfilling the tiwo
objectives indicated above. The alternative procedure adopted was to seek
consistent and detailed information as to the size and scope of the individual’
projects by méardt of a mail survey, and to collect more descriptive data

during the study's onsite visits. * \

In August 1973, each of the 50 projects to be visited was sent a set of forms
which were to be completed and ‘returned to DVTE. Each project was re-
quired to report the number of participating and non-participating students °
and teachers by grade and school for participating schools in the school
district and the number of student s and teachers by grade for non-participat-
ing schools. In.addition, ‘the projects were asked to report the number of
12th grade participating and non-participating students. enrolled in academic,
vocational, and general curriculum programs. °
By the end of September, approximately half of the projects had res;)onded
to the DVTE survey and by December, 34 projects had responded. During
December a portion of the requested data was secyured from the remaining
projects by telephone. This background information regarding participating
teachers and students reported by the projects was next used in planning the
logistics of the field operations. (As will be elaborated later in the report,
the quality of the information varied considerably across sites with regard
to the number of participants but was generally accurate with respect to the
- nuriber of participating schools. ) ® ' . L e
, S

. B. Study Design
. r

During the first three-year cycle of Part D funding, 61 projects were gupported
in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Typically; one Part D, sec. 1421c)

project was funded in each state. In several'cases, the first funded project g

terminated at the end of one year and another project was started in its place.
In four states, more thap one first-roufid project was in operation at the same
time. The projects included in this study were selected to nieet the following
criteria: First, one project in each state with a first-rouhd project operating in
FY '73 was to be visited; as Hawaii had no such project, 49 states and ‘the District
of Columbia were visited.' Second, each project visited must have proposed to
focus activity at the elementary school, juniof high*school, and senior high school
levels. Third, 7if more than one project met the second criterion, the first
project func_led was selected. ' - . s

® .
While in the majority of cases-the f;r'_btféc?b&qgompassed only one or a portion_of.-
one district, in several states the Part D, Se'é';\14_2(c) project.encompassed .
several school districts. In all but two cases these dlstricts were treated in the
same fashion as a single district. Where districts were contiguous, the set of
participating districts was defined as _one “p‘i‘oj'.e:cj;‘f‘fanihq pgrﬁOse.of drawing the
student sample and obtaining other LEAEpe‘cif_iE: iirie?ﬂg\glﬁim’\ln‘ghé two cases
where the project included. discontiguous districts, time*aird.resource constraints
made it' impossible to select students randomly from the entire project. In these
two cases, the particioating district considered the\moétyo\utstandi{lg by the Part~
D, 142(c) grantee (the State Educatiqn-}&__‘gehg)jvfas sel@cted. .

. . .

Within each of the 50 projects selected, the broad design called for administering '
questionnaires and tests to bothq:ai'ticipating and non-participating students in
grades 6, 9, and 12. These gradés were chosen becauge they represented the
terminal yeats for the differing &arricula and objectives generally assigned at the
elementary, junior high, and senior high levels; they would thus be expected to.be”
the grades where students had 'i-'eg:'éivgad the maximum impact in each of these

J /'.l. o
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three curriculum segnients Questionnair;?s were also administered tg "~ .

. ~

E

-~ were QnrolLed ina pro_]ect-sqpported "_]ob entry skill training"

program, ana\wege not imra wori< experience program; or o
il N\ -' .
\\ : ' 5 - 23 ¢ l
‘ ' B T e .

‘participating asgl non-participa“ting teac{me .and toparticipating school coun- ! / _4
selors. In'addition, interVieWs'were condueted With local project staff and . IR
~ SEA staff. , : . -7 .", . . ) Rk . ‘.'

' Yoo i g ;.’ \
Preliminary inquiries mdicated that most pro_]ects were not able to identify /,' -
precisely either the studen\s who were ''pagficipants'' in the program, or what L\;
constituted "participation n ConSiderable ‘éffort was devoted to finding satis® .q.,_ . _\\~
factory operational definitions of these terms, since participation was the key oo

& / S
factor governihg thé study deSign. As a result of this effort, the following , e e
definitions were adopted: C v
, ® A participating teacher was defined as a teacher who: ., EP
, 2,'_':.. /s ‘- \\!‘-4-‘—'-"—_”4
3 L . T e . ___,.JT-\
- Received project<supported training, or . . -
. o ) e
- Ut'rlized project-supplied materials, or R L
. Tt
o= Utilized project staff in class or ‘in developing course activities R
(3" pro_]ect staff member was defined as a person whose salary o R
was paid in whole or in part by Part D(c) funds ), or ,_.-"..:,.' ;
IR BRI
- /Began engaging in course activities advocated by the project staff o) .
since the inception ef the pro_)ect,/ and was considered by project \3‘\.“9." A
.+, . staffasa "participant""’ . . . ‘~‘ ' ‘.":
‘ v P S
. VLo
s A participating coux}selor was defi,tied as a counselor who: : “s
' : 7 ,‘ 7 Y \"\'\
. - Received project—support,ed training, or .
- . / ’ 2 :
. - Utilized project-suppli¢gd materials, or -
- Receivedassistance orinformation from project staff in the imple- . A
mentation of guidanée' axi'd c,ounseling activities, 'or
- Alteredsome aspects of hi‘s guidance and counSeliqg program such ey
that it conformed tc acthities or approaches advdcated by the . :
project staff since incep/tion of the project, and was considered~by
pro_]ect staff as 3, "‘participant " - l
. . 1 Y
o Participating students Wei‘e_:’defined) as follows: ¢ ’
. - 6th grade participating st,udents were current 6th gra,de studentst of
a participating teacher ! '
‘ 4 ¢’ v
- 9th grade participating stydents were current 9th grade students of
s at least one'participating teacher; or students who had received H
. guidance/counseling service from at least one participating coun-
selor or staff member during the current school year.
- _12th'grade participating students were current 12th grade students
- who .
' - L
» -- were enrolled in a project-supported w¥rk experience program;
\y .
or D A ~
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-- were tahght by at least onc participating teacher or, staff

member/, arid were not in either a work experience program or

job entry skill tramrng program; or 4 -

o were not in one of the above g"roups'and had received guidance/
counsel'mg service (includihg job placement) from at least one
partjcipating counselor or. staff member during the current
gchdol year or A

— ~
-- had been expos d/durmg the current /ch'o/l year, to a prolect-
supporte;l activity other than those«c"’ted above, and were—not L
in Qne’ of the above groups. - -t .
L

,/ .
.

P .
The two eﬁnmons for the 9th grade are not mutuaI‘l}K exclusdve, and no distinc-

- /’Eion..w made betWeen them fot’ sampling purposes. The 12th- gra,de groups,

/however, wete defined. 10 'yield mutually exclusive groups, and sa:mplmg and

.. codmg procedureSr we re designed to preserve these groupings for analytic pur-
- 'poses/As xgdxcated in Figure 5, below, the groupings are definéd in a hier-’

a,x:c‘l:u.c-al manner; i.e., the students in the {irst groug may also have received the
““gérvices cited for the other groups, the students in group (b) may also have

received the’services cited for groups (c), (d), and (e), etc. N
,, . .

The approach to stratlfymg the 12th grade participants was developed in response
. ;dxfflculties encountered during pre-test visits to Part D projects. During these
visits it was found that high school students often part1c1pated in several proJect/
. achvxtles but typically projects had no records of the number of activitigs in
" which a student participated, and that names of individual students were avaxla'ble
" by lasgs but unduplicated lists of participants had to be specially constructed for
N this study.  ‘The 12th grade strata were defined so 29 to make feasible the con-
" struction o*f unduplicated lists of partxcxpants from ~which samples were drawn.
Each studént sampled was asked questions' that yJere developed separately 'for
each project to determine whether he had partxclpa(’e,d in the activities in addltxo‘n
to those primarily associated with his stratum’. wee .

. 4 -

,
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The original design had called for a four-way classification,of 12th graders, on.

the basis of ""course of study '""i.e., academic, vocational,

school students.

general,

and out- of -

Thxs approach proved to be infeasible, however, since most

projects were not serving out-of-school students and most LEAs did not classify

students into the other three groups.

3

-

The basic design called for the administration of tests and questionnaires to both

partLCLpatmg and non-participating students at the 6th, 9th and 12th grade levels.

In Addition, questionnaires were admiinistered to participating and non-participat-
ing 6th grade teachers as well as toparticipating teachers in grades 1-5, 7-9,

and 10-~12, and to counselors.

T};e“'non-[pa rticipant teacher questionnaire was

sxmxlar to, but not identical with, .Ehe questionnaire completed by the.participat-
teachers.) For ease of exposxtwn, these groups of non-participants will be
defmed in the context of the dxscuqsion of samplmg, which follows.

’

‘o0’

C. Sampling Procedures: Students

(0
. !

‘ .'o.

-

The basic principle follpwed in the S‘amplmg procedures was to insure that within
each project, each partlcxpatmg stxident within the 6th grade, 9th grade, and
each of the five strata of the 12th grade had the same chance of being included in

the sample as every other student in the same stratum.

In addition, the number

of students tu be sampled in each stratum was to be 5% of the participants in that

‘stratum and no fewer than 30 students.

Students were to be selected randomly,

without regard to classroom units; thus the student became the unit of analysis.

Due to logistical, time, and cost considera't&pns, it was®decided to draw the stu-

dent sample for each stratum from no mo
five or fewer schools involved in a given s
drawn from each school,

i.e., the number of participat

than five schools.
atum, a prgportional sample was
g students sampled from

In projects having

each school was proportionate to that school's representation in the total number
more than five schools
involved in a given stratum, five schools were selected by using a weighted ran-
dom procédure, i.e., each school's chance of being selected was proportxonate

to that school's representation in the total number of participating students in the

of participating students in the stratum.

stratum.
schools selected.

ing student in the project stratum an equal chance of being sampled.

In projects+havin

An equal number of students was then drawn from each of the five

Both of these methods -- the proportional sample involving
all schools when there was no school selection, and the weighted procedure for
selecting schools when there were more than five schools -~ gave each partxcxpat-

2

In both methods, total sample size for a stratum was calculated on the basis of

% of the number of participants,in that stratum,
a stratum had less than 30 participants in the prdject,
used in the sample.

In the four cases

schools which participated for the entife project period.

with 2 minimum of 30.

Where

all of the. students were

where the number of participating schools increased substan-
tially during the third year of the project, student sampling was limited to the

For example, in one state

where 11 high schools were partzcxpatmg during the third projct year, the student
sample was drawn from one high school with which the project had been associated
since the first year of operation.

.

'Ehe field procedures developed for selectmgfthé specific students involved the
use of a table of random numbers applied to frosters of students in each student

group.

ful implementation of the sampling plan.
sampling approachused in the 50 projects that were visited.

- 25 -
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Detailed instructions were provided to the field workers to assure success-
presents a summary of the
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TABLE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY SAMPLING 'APPROACH, BY STRATUM

Grade (stratum)

Sampling Approach 6th § 9th { °. 12th
: 80 2) § (3) 4) (5) (6) (7

~

Proportional approach approx. 5%;

600 ot more participants) 7 4 -- 1 1 - -
Fixed number approach (approx. y 2/ 3/ o/ _

30; less than 600 participants) { 39 39 21~ 15 £ |25 2 54 32
None sampled: No participants 8/ 2 4" {28 |32 |23 " |43 43
None Sampled: Administrative -

reasonsZ/ 2 3 'l 2 |1 |2 4
Total . . 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

1/
— Due to the small number of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, 1n eight of these projects fewer than
25 students were tested. . <

2/
= Due to the small number of students 1n the stratum and scheduling difficultiess 1n five of Lhese projects fewer than
25 students were tested 1

3/ Due to the small uu=her of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, in seven of these projects fewer than
25 students were tested

4 .

4/ Due to the small number of students in the stratum and scheduling difficulties, in three of these projects fewer than
25 smdents were tested . U

s’ .
3/ Due to 1megular school attendance, the number tested in two of these projects was less than 10; because of Lhe special
nature of all three pm;ects their result arg not included in general analysgs.

6/
=" Theabsence of participants in a stratum does not necessarily imply the absence of a project activaty; at the 12th gnds
for example, in 12 projects all coumelmg and guidance was provided in conjunction with other activities. Afso, wherd

projects had completely terminated an activity, students could not be tested.

z In one project no testing at the 6th, 9th, and 12th grades could be scneduled; in two projects, no Sth grade testing
could be scheduled but 6th and 12th was possible: and in another, no 12th grade testing was possible although 6th and
9th was In the case of one project, 5o few students at the 6th grade level actually were tested that they were -
excluded from the analysis In the case of stratum 7 (12th grade 'Gther), either students did not attend school ona
regular basis, or they could not be identified. IS

By

For each group of participating Students selected for testing atyeach project, a com- )

e

parable group of non-participating students was selected, if available. These

"control' students were also selected randomly (not on a class room basts), and

were taken from the fdllowing sources, m order of prefe rence:

S,

L%

] sa;rne schools as the participating students; this source was used only if
the school did not apply any special selection criteria (e, g., academic
achievement) for placing students into classes taught bySlrtmlpatmg

.

teachers;

.
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e aitterent schoels wirhin the same s hool district; selection of schools was
based upon the judgements of school officials and study staff concerning
income levels of parents served by the schools, the ethnic composition of
the student bodies, and the size of the student populations, Where these
{ factors were judged to be equal, preference was given to schools located
' relatively close to the participating schools, The same control school was
utilfzed for two or more of the participants' schools 1f the latter rwere
ilar to each other with respect to the above factors; < VI

e different shool district; comparable schools were selected outside of the
participaiirg school district, using the same criteria indicated above,
The sources of the control students at each grade level are shown in Table 3, Over-
all. control groups were available for 138 participant groups; twefity-four were from
the same schools as participants, sixty-six from the same school district, and

forty-eight were from different districts, ‘
r TABLE 3
: * SOURCE OF CONTROL STUDENTS
iSonrce of Control Students . Number of Projects
_— 12th-Grade
Total| 6th Grade | 9th Grade| Work Exper, | Other
. |Same schools 24 7 5 7 5
Diffe rent Schools, same LEA 66 24 24 4 14
‘ i
Different LEA 48 14 13 9 12
? ~
Not Available ‘ 10 1Y | ¥ 6%
i )
Not Applicable , 52 4 N . 29 13
{
Total 200 50 50 50 - 50
1/
= Michigan

2
_/Michig:m
Q/chont

4
i/ Iowa. Mass. . Michigan, Nebraska, Utah. and Virginia
1

¢
.

\ . .

- As shown in the table, two types of control groups we re-utilized at the 12th grade

evel, If the project had a work experience/cooperative education component, the
control group for these participants cons1sted of comparable students enx\olled n

a work exXperience program that was not supported by the project; such control
groups wetre located for 20 of the 21 projects that had a work experience ,cpmponent,
If there were participating students irf any of the other 12th grade stratz:é, the control
group consisted of comparable students not enrolled 1n a work expe riende program;
this type of control group was utilized 1n 32 projects. Both types of cortrpl groups
were used in 16 projects, .

. / - 27 -
) AR - i
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Table 4 presénts a summary of the number of participating and nen-participating
students tested, Some participating students' were tested in each of’the 50 projects
visited, However, because of the small numbers in one project and the special
characteristics of those tested in anothe{r (both were from the 12th grade "other"
stratum), data from only 48 of the 50 projects were used for most student outcome
analyses, ; -~

The comparability of the participants and the non-participants was checked with,
respect to two characteristics: sex and ethnicity. The percentage distributions
of thdse characteristics for each group of students are shown in Table 5..

TABLE 4
TOTAL STUDENTS TESTED BY STRATUM: PARTICIPANT/NON-PARTICIPANT
) Grade (stratum)
“Category 6th 9th 12th Total

(1) | @) (3) 1 (4 1 (5 (6) X7

'

’ ' 1
No. Participants 1,447 [ 1,391 | 511 | 427 712 105 [397]4632
No., Projects J , 46 43 21 16 26 5 |3 50

Mean Participants per
Project - ";(;31.5 / 32,3 [24.3 |26.7 | 27.4 |21,0 |-- [92.6
’ No. Non-parg;\‘panrs o, 1,318.01,297 | 446 | 499 483 Nt 40431

276 | (214@]--

No. Projects 45 42 201 15 .23 5 |-- 46
<

Mean Non-Participants per

Project 29.3 | 30,9 122,3[33.3 | 21.0 [(42.8) |-- |87.9
' P [

Y The numbers tested in these projects were: 5, 7, and 27. Because of special enﬁquhements for these

componexnts. no comparison groups could be found and the results from testing these students are excluded 7&-:1
most analyses. T :
.

/The total number of non-participants used for ccmparison with Group 5 pamcipans was 759; 276 were also used
for comparison with Group 4 participants.* j

&/ The total number of non-participants used for comparison with Group 6 participants was 214; 53 of these were
also used for the Group 4 comparison and the remainder were also used for the Group 5 camparhon’

. 28 -
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Statistical comparisons between participants and non-participants with regard to
the sex distribution, by means of the chi-square test, indicated no significant dif~ -
ferences except in the job entry skill training group, where 66% of the participants,
but only 50%Qf the non-participants, wgre males, For the ethnicity factor,
however, the thsts indicated significant differences in four of the six student groups, *
As a result of this finding, and because it was believed that ethnicity may in fact
have been an unwanted influgnxing factor in the results obtained for other variables,
\ it was necessary to institute a ighting procedure, prior to making comparisons
between participants and non-participants, which would eliminate the differences =~ . :
in ethnicity between the two groups, Using this procedure, in which the response
‘Qf each student for any variable is weighted in inverse propoftion to his ethnic ’
group's over-or under-representation in the total, any statistical comparison be- .
tween participants and non-participants became, in effect, a comparisdh between
two groups having identical ethnic distributions, This approach was followed in all
comparisons be\;ween total groups of participants and non~participants in each of the
six student groups. No weighting procedure was used in analyses within projects;
in the few in?tangzes where large ethnicity differences occurred within a project .
they will be cited in the discussion of the findings, .
!

‘ .

D,‘ Sampling Procedures: Teachers and Counselors

\"\ -
In accordance with the study design, 1n each project information was t?-be obtained
from selected participating teachers, non-participating teacheri, and participating
guidance counse;grs. The sample of participating teachers in each project ¢onsis- . .
ted of: > .- . . ¢

" . e eachteacher of the selected 6th grade participants; a
. % N i

¢

° approxima%tely 10 teachers 1n grades 1-6 from the schools from which participant

| students were sampled (in addition to the 6th grade teachers above); where
. grades 1-6 were not in the sgme school(s), teachers of younger children

were samg:led from schools feeding into those selected at the 6th gragde;

<

-

P <
e, approximately 15 tedchers in grades 7-9, .drawn randomly from the par=
. . ticipatingéteachers in each school from which the 9th grade participants
+ . were selected, with a minimum of three teachers from each school; and
. F:

e approximately 15 teachers in grades 10 through 12, drav;n randomly from
. the participating teachers in each school from which the 12th grade partici-
pants were selected, with a minimum of three tedchers from each school,
,Table 6 presents the number of participating teachers that were surveyed, As
'ndicated, approximately 14 % of the teachers identified as participating in the ’
Part D projects responded, Responses to the survey were obtaiied in 49 of the ;
"t 50 projects visited; the mean number of responding teachers per project was 29.
More specifica(/'lly, the number of ,respondents per project ranged from a low of =
six teachers to a high of 48 teachers. The djstribution was fairly even: in nine
projects the number of respondents rang(ed from 10 to 19; in 13 it ranged from ©

. . 20 to 29; in 15 it ranged from 30 to 39; and in 11 it ranged-from 40 to 48. . #

-

v

.

* This characteriftic was measured by the observation of the test/questionnaire administrator, who mig-ned one of five « t .
codes to each student. The code categories were Black, Spanish-surnamed, American Indian, White and Other. The
chi-quare tests were computed on the, basis of all five categories. s )
. A
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) - TABLE ¢ ‘
z SAMPLE OF PARTICIPATING TEACHERS
N ¢ Total partici- Number” of % of total
Grade Level _pating teachers respondents responding
blemontary* (1-'6) 4,861 586 12.1%
Junior High (7-9) 3,325 358 10.8%
Senior High® (10-12) 1,823 489 26, 8%
Total 10, 009 1,433 14.3%
(average)
o ‘ R - v
! : t
* While teachers often had respousibilities cutting across categories, for sampling purposes they were assigned to a
stratum on the basis of a judgment of profect staff with respect to their major time commitment.

.
. I} .
The sample of non-participating teachers in each project consisted of ghe teacher(s)
of the 6th grade non-participating students, Non-participating teacher data were
obtained 1n 41 of the 45 prof‘jects in which 6th grade non-participating students 'we’re
tested. The number of non-participants suiveyed per project ranged from a low
of one teacher in ten cases to a high of mne teachers in one project.
The total numbet surveyed was 122, and the mean number surveyed from the 41

projects was 3.0, -

The samplé of guidance counselots consisted of all counselors defined as project
participants. Counselor survey data were obtained in 44 of the 50 projects visited,
The number of coun;?"‘s surveyed per project ranged from a low of one in eight
projects to a high of 27 in one project, 19 in another, and 13 in a third.

The total number surveyed was 229, and the mean number surveyed from the 44
projects was 5, 2, . -

E. Instrumentation

During the first months of the study, each of the eight legislative objectives was
¢laborated into a set oftestable hypotheses. An initial set of hypotheses was
developed by the Development Associates study team and then reviewed and mod-
ified as appropriate by the USOE project officer and USOE Part D program staff.
From this list, a fma{set of hypotheses and their indicators was adopted based on’
the results of the pre-test, site visits and a consensus of USOE and Development
Associates staff regarding their applicability for each Part D objective. As the
hypotheses were presented in the context of Chapter I and will be presented along
with their indicators and relate& student outcome data in Chapter VIII, they will )
not be repeated here, : .

It was found that several of the student outcome variables contained in the hypoth-
eses were adequately measured by one or moresof the sub-scales of the Career
Maturity Inventory (CMI), * During the planning stage of the study, this test was
judged to be the most appropriate standardized instrument available, since, in
addition to covering major variables of interest, it also covered grades 6 through

* Published by: CTB/McGraw-Hill, Del Monte Research Park,~Monterey, California 93940.
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12, had a suitable administration time, and had beeu siandardized on students from
throughout the United States, The Inventory consists of an Attitude Scale and a
five-part Ccinmpetence Test, These are: .

-~ o~

'

Part 1: Knowing Yourself (Self—Appraisaf)

Part 2: Knowing About Jobs (Occupational Ir\formatupn)
' Part 3: Choosing a Job (Goal Selection)

Part 4: Looking Ahead (Planning) {

Part 5: What Should They Do? (Problem Solving)

>

The Attitude Scale is made up of 50 true/false items; each of the parts of the
Competence Test consists of 20 multiple choice items,

»

For variables not covered b); the'CMI, questionnaire items were written for
students', teachers’, and guidance counselors' questionnaires, as appropriate, *
Scparate student questionnaires were prepared for each of the three grade levels
being tested. Insofar as poséible,\for those items which were utilized at more -
than one Qgrade level(the formatand the wording of the items were the same 1in the
thre tionnaires, Questionnaires were also prepared for the teachers and
gui%unselors, and all items and format were reviewed by project staff,
teacher$; counselors, and students during five visits to projects to pre-test mater-
ials and procedures, These visits were scheduled such that modifications in items
and formats resulting from the first visits were reviewed by individuals 1n projects
visited later. The items and procedures were developed and modified so that total
. testmg time per student would be under 23 hours. .
add1t10n to the questionnaires which were completed by students, teachers, and
counselors, a "project information record" (PIR) was developed for the use of the
field staf§y The PIR contained a set of tables on which information gathered from
’ prO_]eCt and school files was recorded (e, g, , enrollment data, placement data,
expenditure data, etc. ), and a set of questions to be asked in the course of the on-
site interviews. The interview questjons and data tables were pre-tested during
: the five site visits made during the design phase of the study, -

~

The initial study plan called for a survey of 'employers in each project site and a
telephone and mail survey‘%f school districts in each state not receiving Part D
funds but reported as implementing activities as a result of the funded projects.

. Questionnaires were developed for these two facets of the study,, but based on the
results of the pre-test visits it was decided by USOE and the study team to elimi-
nate these two aspects of the study since reliable data across prjects could not be
secured with the available time and resources,

1y

‘

.

. The three student questionnaires, the two teacher questiofmaires, the guidance
. counselor questionnaire, and the project information record are on.file with the
U.S. Office of Education.

' F.- Field Procedures . ‘e‘\

The various data collection instruments and the procedures for using them were
field tested at five project sites, and r¢visions were made to reduce ambiguities
C . ang to simplify the data-collection process The field tests were conducted by two-
' person teams who administered the questidnnaires and tested procedures on a
K " small number of individuals 1n each site. Tests and questionnaires were not admin-
istered during the study visit to tRose individuals involved 1in the field tests,

®

e

3 .
* The instrumentation did not include test: of specific Job skills, since neither the legislative objccﬂves not the informa-
tion obtained about the projects indicated that these were pertinent. The projects were not required to pmvidc vocational

I:-aining and mo project placed particular cmpha:is on such efforts. |
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The data-collection pluan called for a two-person study team to visit each project

for a period of one week, Each site visit was.first coordinated with the SEA and

the dates of the visit confirmed by phone, At this time the information obtamed

in the DVTE mail survey mentloned’earhe: wasg verified, and sam.plmg and lOngtl-‘
cal issues were discussed, by )

Each project was asked to assist in the 1dentification of suitable individuals to be
employed a$ local testers when the team arrived on site, These testers were,

drawn from the substitute teacher rosters and hired by the on-site teams, The

locally hired testers were then trained, on-site, to insure that the tests were ° }‘
administered properly and that they were thoroughly familiar with the site ~-specific

questions to be asked of eachgroup of students, The entire procedure was then Lo

rehearsed and each tester was supplied with a roster of the st‘ﬂﬁ:nts selected by

the DA staff for testing, the time*and location of the testing, the name of the: school .
contact person, and the tests and questlon.nau'es. ! N
The test administrations were spot checked by a field team member during the '
course of the site visit and each local tester was debru’:fed upon the completion of
cach test administration, Wr1tten notes on the administrations were niade for use

in the anglysis stage.

3

" As an aid to the field study teams, a detailed field procedures manual was plrepared,

“

This served both as the basic document used in an intensive three \day training
program for team members pr1or to the1# first visit and subsequently during theig,
visits to projects, ¢ .

¢« The field work was accomplished between mid~-February and the end of May, 1974,
.Four field teams Vvisited eleven projects each and a fifth team, consisting of thé

" +study director and assistant dlr?ctor, visited six sites, The membership of the

field teamts was consistent thraigout the study and each team communicated with

the stu W‘ assistant at least once a week, - A

At.the pletion of each visit the teams reviewed all materials and packaged them
for central data processing in Washington, Each team also completed a parratix;e
project description and a narrative report sumpmarizing their field procedures. ’
Any deviatiqns from the prescribed plans necessitated by local conditions and any
other information which might affect student outcome data was noted in these
reports and was utilized in data analysis and interpretation. The nar (tative project
descriptions, and the fiscal and participant data reported in Chapters V and VI,
were sent to each ﬁrOJect for review and comment. The narrat1ve reports are '
compiled in a separate volume on fxle thh’USOE and avaxlable through ERIC.

A

A ©
. T .
‘

. e . . &

G, Data §rocessing and Analysis

a
.

»
Student test data and all questionnaires were prepared for computer analysis, For

the test data, an optical scanning technique was used to put each recbrd on tape,
followed by computer scoring of each record and merging each student's scores
.with his questionnaire responses. For the questionnaires,-the process involved
coding several variables, followed by keyepuuching and making corrections of
errors found by means of computerized editing. . -

®
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The basic data were taBu}ated and analyzed using the formats and statistics of the )
computer program SPSS {Statistical Paébkage for the Social Sciences). The princi-
pal format used for the computer outputs involving frequencies and comparisons
of student data was, participants vs non-participants within grade level or 12th grade
group, This format was utilized for obtaining both project-by-project data and

.totals across projects, For participating teacher and counselor data, the tabula-

tions weregrun on a within-project basis, and totals.by school level (elementary,
middle, and senior high). Totals for 6th gradg participating teachers and non-
participating teachers were also obtained. { o

The overall questions 'which the analysis was des)gned to answer were: a) did
participants demonstrate higher performance \with regard to pre-hypothesized
"outcome' variables, and b) if so, are these differences attributable to program
treatments, or other program,characteristics? v .

'
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«“ - * '+ CHAPTER V: FEDERAL INPUTS

. ""A Comparison of the Planned and Actual Federal Inputs"
o A. Introduction "

Inputs are understood to be the resources applied to the attainment of an established
goal or goals. The identification of planned inputs, of actual inputs, and a compari-
son of the two are important to any evaluative study. :
0* & * .
" For purpose’s of this '¢valuation, it was decided to define the planned federal inputs
as the sum of the funds ‘allocated to the 50 projects being studied as reflected in the
grant actions of the USCE, The grant actions represent the commitment of funds,
Therefore, this 'comm_itment does, in a very real sense, represent the planned in-
‘puts at the federal level,
Ifthe grant actions represent the planned commitments of resources, ex[;enditures -
must represent the actual commitmentof resources. Indetermining the actual inputs for .
. this study, itwas necessary to dbtain the expenditure data for each project. The sum of this
data,represents, for purposes of this exercise, the actual inputs into the system. Table 7.
compares the planned inputs to the actual inputs;that is, displayed are the data cacerning
USOE grantactions, projectexpengiitct;!'es, and thedifference bet®een these in percentages).

¢ .

The original study design called for this information to be obtained early in the study

from the files-of the WSOE., The grant action information was taken from these .
federal records, Expenditure data, however, was not available at the federal level

and it was neeessary to include this data in the information to be gathere}i on-site ‘
by the study teams, . i ~
» Budget and expenditure information was not generally available frém project staff,

In most cases, the LEA's fiscal office maintained the financial records, As the

table indicates, six projects were unable to provide the information sought, This

was due, primarily, to a conflict of demands op the fiscal offic s.and the low prior-

ity placed upon searching three-year-old records in the press of Sther immediate

needs. c

- 1

A review of the information available does, however, present a good picture of the
relationship between the planned and actual fede ral inputs, o :

I -

3

B. Findings <, . .0 -y
The table.indicates for each project the grant actio;x, tie project budget, and the
.percent change betvfle'gan the: two for each of three yéars of federal funding, In:addi-«
tion, project total expendjture for the year and the percent change from budget to

expenditure are indicated,
~

’

. c

An inspection of the'data zeveals that 88, 6% of the projects reporting underspent
their first year btidgets.. ,This represents 39 of the 44 projects reporting data for
that year, The underspending ranged from a -0, 6% to -60, 8%. T’e average under-
expenditure was ~19. 2% per project, The District of Columbia and Florida projects
combined 142(d) funds and 142(c) funds. They were unable to provide information on"
142(c)-funds only. Hence, they reflect budgets in excess of the grant actions for the
first year, :

b +*

The legislation provides that "funds available to the Commisgioner purs;.lant to sec-

- tion 142(c) shall remain available until éxpended, " Based upon this provision, °
unexpended project funds were usually carried over as an addition to the second
program year budget except in the case of one projeet, where the program year was
extended, This rebudgeting is reflected in column "h'' as the percent change bédtween
the second year grant action and the second year budget (columns f and g). - d
.’ - 35 -
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Of the 45 projects fo,r avhich second year budget totals were reported, 25 indicated
budgets ‘higher than the second year grant action, This represents 55, 6% of the
projects reporting, ,The projects ranged from budgeting 3, 8% over the grant action
to 71.,6% over with ,the median being 14, 8% per project, Both Florida and District
of Columbia have bééen excluded from these figures because the reported data did

' n,ét permit separation of the 142(c) funds Trom others,
There were 14 projects that unde\Spent their budgets the first year and did not carry
over the funds the second year, plle no specific reasons for this phenomenon were
discovered by the field teams, it appears that the nature of the budgetary process,
size of the EA, and mechanization of accounting functions were factors in the fail-
ure of some of these LEAs to rebudget first year carryover funds, In some instances
the budgetary cycle was initiated too early for the fiscal sections to project carryover,
req\/xest budget modification Hf OE, secure approval, and submit this to the school

‘ bo7rd, v ‘

/
Ir] larger LEAs the data processing center typically was unaw that funds could be
eprogrammed, They did not alter the normal ﬁscal prograrh ich did not provide
Ior such a contingency. . -0

, 'I‘anty projects did not have an increase of (}feir second-year budget over the grant

" action, In the case of four preojects, this was due to their first-year expenditures
being equal or nearly equal to the grant action figure, Two projects reported a
second year budget that was actually lower thdn the grant action,
The second {ear expenditures, like the first year's, were for the most wart below
the amounts budgeted, Of the 44 pro_]ects reporting data, 86, 4% were underspent
during the second program year, This indicates that 38 underspent during the
second year, The average amount of the underexpenditure also was close to that of
the first year and stood at -15, 96% (-19, 2% for year 1}, The range of the second
year underexpenditure ran from a low of -0, 7%/to -69, 5%,

As can be seen, the overall second year data relating expenditure to budget is not
basically different than that for the first year in the aggregate, Two projects were
underspent the first year but not in the second yedr, One, in fact, slightly over~ ,
spent its budget (+0. 6%), One project, on the other hand, did not underspend
during the first year but did do so durmg the second year,

‘ Comparmg the* sec0nd year expenditues to the se¢ond f/ear grant actions presents a
substantially different p1cture, however, This c mpartson reveals that the second
Jyear expenditures much more closely approxunated tHe grant action figure than ‘they

. did the budget figure, The projects underspent the second year grant actions by an
average of -6, 30% as compared to the 415, 96% reported above, Thirteen projects

. reported expenditures that were hugher an the second year grant action buf less
than their budget. figures .

R N CL\

Twenty-six projects carried unspent second year funds over to the third program
year,o There were 12 projects which had unexpended second year funds that did not
show an increase in thé budget over the third year grant action, indicating that the
funds were not carried over, Ten of these 12 were projects that did not carry over
unexpe nded first year funds to the second year, ’

Or{e project carried first year underexpendttures‘z over to the second year and was
not underspent that year, but reported a budget 8, 9% higher than the grant action
for the third year, -
Exammatlon of the third year expenditures reveals that 26 pro;ects underspent their
budget out of 37 reporting expenditure data for that year, This represents 70, 3%
of the reporting projects, California did not report third year data because the

v
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project was in its second year of operation. In the other cases, the final budget and \
expenditure data was not available because the prefécts ha¥ either not yet run the
full third year term or had done so only recently and were awaiting final closeout of

' their books,

Underexpenditures ranged from a low of =0, 2% of budget to a high of -51, 8%, " The
average underexpenditure was 12, 1%, *

In the final program year, five projects reported expenditures in excess of the
"amounts budgeted. The actual dollar amounts involved ranged from a low of $142
to a high of $28,000, With one exceptLQ'n, these projects are ones that did not
adjust their budgets to include carryover funds from previous years, During the
first two program years only one project reported exceeding its budget. That one

reported a 0, 6% overexpenditure during thé second program year.
[N

3

When considering the allocation of resources or the level of inputs into a system,
time is an important consideration, If, for.example, the total allocation of resour-
ces for a particular effort was to be three person years, different levels of effort
are described by three persons each working for a one-year period, as opposed to
one person working for three years, While it was expected, based on legislation,
that the Part D programs would be limited to no more than three years, it was
found that 22 of the 50 projects studied had received time extensions and were in
operation for more than a three-year period. These extensions in time were at 'no
additional cost to the gove rnment, "% Programmatically, this means that in 44% of
the projects the expenditure of federaJ\resources Wwas at a rate below that planned.

C. Summary and Conclusions
S

In summary, -a review of the year by year input data reveals that in most projects
in no single year digl the inputs occur at the level planned, Taking the three years
in the aggregate and considering both expenditures and time frames, it was found
that in 37 (74%) out of the 50 pro_]ects the actual inputs were below the level of the
planned inputs, \

AN
The generally high level of pro_]ect underexpenditure in their first program year
would appear to be attributable to program start-up requirements,

Several possi\ble explanations for this apparentl'y slow start-up suggest themselves,
The first one relates to the timing of the grant awards, LEAs may Hive had diffi-
culty responding to new effogts initiated after the school year had actually begun,

The recruitment of certified personnel, for example, is increasingly difficult as |

the summezr .ends, Most have signed contracts by early to middle August, Once ‘the |
school year has begun and schedules established, it is difficult to adjust the already
full schedules of personnel to permit the assignment of new o# additional responsi-
bilities and tasks, Table 1 in Chapter II indicates that 25 of the projects\studied

were awardéd their first year grant during the month of June, three in July, three

in Atgust, three in September, four in October/ gne each in November and December,
four each m .]'anuary and February, and two in March

. s—

Of the seven states reportmg the highest rates of unde,rexpendnure in their first
program year, three had grants awardegd in June; two had awards made in the mid-
dle of the 'school y€ar (January and February) and the two remaining received
awards in August and September., This does not appear to lend support to the
hypothesns that the timing of the grant may affect the time reqmred for program
start- up . ¢ ’

y

N e
* Pno: tp ‘using average figures in this section, both means and medians were determined and it was found that the use

of one Aas op‘po?ed to the other did not substantially alter the picture presented. The mean figures arq reported.
*# Sec. 145, 'Financial assistance m:y not be given under this part to any program or project for a period exceeding
three years. "
,‘;, -
’ -39 .-
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Another possible explanation for the speed with which the programs became fully
operational relates to the nature of the initial project activities, As indicated in

the next chapter, many reported that they emphasized planning, curriculum develop--

ment; and staff training and development during the first year, These activities;
are generally not as expensive as are aetivities intended to deliver the plansxré’d
|

interventions, The second and third fear exbenditures approximate the grant agtion,
o

dmounts, This suggests that once under\’vayfthe projects adhered to their origin s

plan, > !

! ’
The relationship between the second and third yedr grant action to expenditure and
budget to expenditure figures clearly suggest that in the second and third program
vears the projects generally spent as originally planned, The projects carrying
over unexpended funds from one year to another gppear not to have spent these carry-
over funds, This indicates that typically the third year underexpenditure is a
reflection of the first year underexpenditure, This may iudicate that the projects
did not fully understand the nature of the carryover process and failed to adjust
their plans to reflect the additional funds, On the other hand, it may also indicate
that the projects planned to end the third program year with excess funds, In some
cases this might permit the programs to continue to the end of a school year, In
others, it may have been to cushion the effect of the termination of federal support
and reliance upon local funding, .

Logically, it may be expected that the absolute level and the rate of the expenditure
of federal funds would have an effect on program outcomes, and the effect of rate
and level of expenditure will be explored in the chapters which follow,

N
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K CHAPTER VI: FEDERAL ACTIVITY éBJECTIVES

~-

- A, Introduction

. In Chapter 3, the planned federal activity objectives were defined as those activities
outlined in"Section 143(a)2 of the legislation. These activities were expected to
produce certain student outcomes, and the production of these outcomes was to be
considered an indicator that the Part D effort had contributed to the legislative goal
of reducing the level of youth unemployment, Thus, an adequate explanation of why
the student outeomes did or did not occur as anticipated requires an understanding
of how successful the federal Part D effort was in reachmg the planned activaty
objectives,

§ As indicated uu Table 8 (p.42) the federal legislation listed ei1ght activities to be
supported by Part D funds. The policy paper (AVL-770-1), on the other hand,
established certain priorities by requiring that all projects direct some level of
activity toward occupational orientation, work experience programs, intensive
occupational guidance and counseling; and the initial placement of all students at
the completion of the:r schooling. .

In addition, the policy paper specified that each project was to include an effort 1o
broaden and improve the vocational education curricula by emphasizing activities
designed to provide ", . ., special training in job entry skills . . . for students not
previously enrolled in vocational programs . . . just prior to the time that they
leave school. '
The remaining legislatively defined activities were not addressed in the policy
paper. A review of the project proposals and thir8l party evaluations revealed that
none of the fifty projects studied had program objectives explicitly designed to
initiate the legislative activities.not covered in the policy paper and some projects
had objectives not included in the legislation, Therefore, this study focused on the
policy paper activities, and included ant''other" category for projects with special
activities, -

In order to assess the student outcomes resulting from activities presented in the
',woollcy paper it was necessary to determine which students would potentially be
affected by each activity. The results of this matching of students and policy’ paper
activities 1s shown 1n Table 8. For purposes of this study elementary school
activities were defined to include grades 1 through 6, junior high activities wncluded
‘,; grades 7 through 9 and senior high activities included grades 10 through 12.
- . Py - .
According to the USOE policy paper, the national fecus for the first round programs
would be on projects which combined in one operational setting eaeh of the five
‘required activities. The findings with regard to project activities reported below
first address the 1ssue of the extent to which these activities were produced in the
fifty projects studied. This discussion 1s then followed by findings which rélate to
the issue of the level of activity as indicated by the number of participating students
in each project., It should be noted that the focus of this chapter 1s on the broad
categories of program activities,. Findings with respect to the more specific student
. treatments associated with each broad category will be presented in Chapters VIII
and IX,

-«
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TABLE 8 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES ) ;’
i
Federal Legislation Activitias Related Polici; Paper Activities Student Grade Level
Famuiarize elementary and secondary Broad occupaiignal orientatica ’ Elementary, junior
students with broad range of occupations at elementary and secondary high, seznior high
levels
Provide students with educational Work experience and coopera- Scmerv’)&gh
experiences through work tise education programa , _:“g.‘,
Provide intensive occupatiozal éukhncc In cnaive occupaticaad guida.m:c Sealor high
and counseling in last achocl years ard counseling during’ ithe last h .
. years of sch
e FPlacement Initial placement of al} students Senior high
at the completion of their |
schooling
o Broaden or iriprove vocalional edue Jeb entry akill trawning for Senfor high
] cation curriculum st.dents not previcusly enrollad 4
o  Produce perscnnel exchanges between N.x addressed
schocls and cther agencies and
busitesses .
. Provide educatifeml opportunities for - A Not addressed a . . . .
out=cf{-acheol youth released part - A ¢ ' \5‘
tune from their jobs e - —
o Motivate and prepacre atudents 0 Not addressed * .
scex ITAMNG as vocational educators - ’
e Cther activities which pursue ity Sulhiiaidhe - T e
legislative cbfectives /“" RS M
- T A e - =
B, Fin dings
Es »
The findings related to project activities are presented in Table 9. The table

reports the number of participants reported by each project at the tlementary,
junior high, artd senior high school levels, The number of participants for each

of the three years of prograr.n funding is indicated. In addition, the third year
participants are compared to the total LEA enrollment for that year, Finally,

the table indicates for each project the senior high s¢chool activities specified in
the policy paper for which some level of effort was found for at least one program
year, - -

The data for this table were derived from the responses of the grantees to the
field teams, from grantee responses to a DVTE survey of participants in September
1973; and from the grantee's interim reports and third party evaluations, Where
s1gn1f1c§nt inconsistencies were found among these sources, the figures judged
to be most cohsistent were used, 3 )
1 Funded Activities

%
All of the projects reported some elementary {1-6) and junior high (7-9) school
participants for at least one year except the project in Massachusetts, Twelve
. projects repgted no elementary school participants the first year, Of these,
i2, Utah reported elementary school participants in only the third year. At
the junior high school level 15 projects reported no partxcxpants durmg the
first year, Four of these did not have participants the second year,
but all but one did have by the third projeqgt year, Ten of the 11 repgrting
no elementary school participants for the first program year also repoyted no
junior high school partxcxpants for that year,

~
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At the sentor high school level, 26 projects (52%) reported work experience
participants during at least one of the three project years. Twenty-three
projects (46%) reported participants in job entryskill training, Thirty-one of
the projects (62%) reported high schodl participants receiving occupational
orientation through curriculum infusion techniques applied by participating
teachers. Twenty-two projects Pgﬂ‘,).—reported'some high schodl participants
" receiving intensive counseling ad guidance, ’

Thirty-seven (74%) of the grantees reported some level of high school place-
ment activity supported in whole or in part by'the Part D project, In general,
projects did not maintain records which would permit them to report the actual
numbers of students placed. Most often placements were recorded in each
student's counseling file making retrieval difficult and time consuming, . In
addition, the placement figures reported frequently represented an estimate
based upon partial return of mail surv'ey forms., Because of the difficulty en-
countered in securing reliable placement information, placement data are ‘not
included in this report. .ot ©.

0y

These findings reveal variation in the reaching of the planned federal activity
objectives, This variation1s summarized in Table 10,. l\)pe,low.

- .

- “

‘ TABLE 10. ~
NUMBER OF PROJECTS REPORTING FEDERAL ACTIVITY COMPONENTS
) . * Number of Projects ’
Activities Reporting % of 50
s ) . Participants Projects
! [Elementary Activities . 49 98%
N Junior High Activities 49 T 98%.,
' Senior High Activities .
@ Placement ] ‘ 37 74%
e Senior.High Participating Teacher 31 o b2%
) ® Work Experience Programs 26 . 52%
. o Job Entry Skjll Training . 23 < | 46%
, ® Intensive Guidance and Counseling 22 44%
@ Other Activities 7 14%

< — -
\ ‘

The policy paper requived each project to combine ". . . in one operational

setting, ' all of the following activities: » :
" work expéricnce programs; ) SRR

.
! v -
. -
[N

e job entry skill training;
¢ intensive gwidance and counseling; x ]

e nitial placement of all students; and . : .

~ ~

y

® occupational o‘rienftatid'ﬁ*at the elementary and secondary schdol leveis,

" ¥
, .
‘ -
o ) L - 45 - ' .
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The information’reported by the projects reveals that 13 projects (26%) carried
out all of the activities as required in the policy paper. Thus, in I3 projects

the planned federal activity objectives were reached and in 37 they were not, %

%

’

2. Level of Activities

The policy paper requirements did not indicate the.level of effort expected of
any activity other than placement (which specified all students completin“g
school], Level of effort is also not addressed in the legxslatxon @ the Federal
. Register., It is, however, an important consideration in‘apy evaluation, - Table x
9 identifies the activities of each project and indicates overall level of effort
. in terms of the number of participants at the elementary, junior high, and
/ senior high school levels, Y . ,
The fifty projects reported a potal of 231,176 third year participants, Of that ..
number, 120, 584 (52, 2%) were elementary level (gradessksb) students, and
77,348 (33.5%) were junior high level students (grades 7-9). The remaining
33,244 (14, 4%)'were high school students, At the high school level, 2,974
- work experience students were reported, and there were 6, 642 skill N
‘training participants, 18, 604 participating teacher students, 3,813 coupseling -
and guidance partici ants, and 1,211 reported in the ""other" project activity
category, /) . .
: € : )
These data mdlcate that $5 9 % of the high school level participants were invol- ,
ved in occupational faquamzatxon activities defined as infusion of career
education concepts intQ the regular, class room curricula by participating teachers,
Job entry skill training activities involved 20.®b of the high school participants. -
Counseling and guidance activities 1nvolved 11. 5% of the total while work exper-
! iefice accounte/for 8.9%. ' =~ : "

Comparing the number oi’tlxird year participants to the total school enrollment
. in the third year revedls wide variation between projects. Eleven projects * .
° reported their entire elementary enrollment as project participants,, Two
" projects, on the other, hand reported fewer than one percent of the1r enroll-
. ment as'project participants, 'Six projects repcrtcd 100% of the Jumor high
enrollment as participarts and seven projects reported all senior hxgh students ®
gas project partxcxpants Four projects reported the entire LEA enrollment as

participants: Arkansas, Idaho, New Mexico, and Wyoming. , ud -
{

¢

It was found that many projects had difficulty identifying which students were
* -actually project participants, This difficulty was reflected by their inconsistent -
) responses concerning the number of participants, Comparing the data provided
the field teams durmg the"sit€ Visits and the data provided by the DVTE survey,
mentioned earlie? in this chapter, revealed figures that varied as much as 84%
for one project, .
. . .. . , g
‘ ‘ .Projects appeared to have the most difficulty identifying senior high gchool
) - level participants in familiarization activities, This was largely because the
-focus of most projects was on the participating teacher, Since a given teacher
wolild have as many as five different classes of students, tracking by, student
was usually top difficult and time consuming. A similar pattern\ emerged when
1ntenS1ve guidance and counseling activities were carried out as separate activ-

{ ities rather than as part of a skill training Qr ork ex;;erxence component,
5 ™

. . * Ina separate study task, the grantees were asked to pro.vide information concemmg the cost of each area of project
actlvity, The responses produced virtually the same plcture of project activitles as did the identification of activities
and partic‘lpants discussed above: With only 37 grantees responding, the number that reported costs in 21l five of the
.. . minimum activities was"15 "(See Table 57, Chapter X). N . - .

~
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Becauk\o[ heavy case loads and because participating counselors usually ,
engaged in many types of counseling, 1t was 1dfficult for projects to identify
spec&c students who received occupational guidance and counseling. ;

- . -

year (as dete rmined by the méan) 2, 512 elementary school participants, and .
that these participants comprised on the' average, 45, 5% of the total elementary
school enrollment of the grantees, For the junior high school level there was
an average of 1632 part1cipﬂants per project, comprising 46, 9% of the total en-
rollment, At the high school level the overall number of participants averaged
a total of 723 students per project, This indicates that ?@Tital project effort
at that level involved an average of 34, 7% of the hlgh school enrollment for the
project grantees, For each high school activity group, the average number of
participants in projects hav1ng the actwlty was reported to be:

" From the table 1t can be det>m1ned that projects averaged in the third program

e work experience - 128 students perT project; . LR

e skill training - 350 students per project;

e participating teacher - 642 students per project;,
. i .
e . counseling and guidance - 484 students per project; and
. . . ,
e other activities ~ 242 students per project, . '

M ~

Tabple 9 also indicates the number of participants for each of the three years
of project operation, These data indicate that the pro_]ects tended, to increase
the numBer of students affected each program year, jIn general, even the
projects .reporting a decrease in the number of part}mants for a given group
from year to year indicated that the decrease repredented a decrease in the
enrollment in.the participating schools for that year, as opposed to a planned
reduction in the number of participants, Increases, on the other hand, tended
to reflect the addition of new schools towhich familiarization activities had
been extended or an increase in the number of teachers involved in the project,

2

. -

’

. N C. Conclusions

-

In Chapter V it was concluded that the federal inputs did not occur as planned
across all 50 projects, As 1nd1cated there was an average project underexpend1-
ture of 19, 2% of the approved budget for the first project year, 15, 9% the second
year, and 12, 1% the third year, Further, given these fnndings, it was expected
that the overall level of activities wou.ld be somewhat less than planned. ,

' v ' [ B
The data presented in Table 9 and d1scus sed above indicate that both on an annual
basis and across the three years of program operations the extent to which the
activities specified in the policy paper were carried out varied cons1dera'tﬂy across
the 50 projects. In terms of the three year totals, 'while most pro ects reported
students assoc1ated with most of the specified act1v1t1es, relatwely\few {26%)
reported students nall of them. In addition, among those reporting students, the
number involved varied cons1derab1y from project to project and over time.

- 0}

- » .
" In general there was a marked increase in project activity in the second year of
operations, For example, ten projects reported no first year elementary level
pargicipants but did report such participants for the second year, At the junior
High school level, eleven projécts reported the same experience. At the senior
high school, in seventeen cases there were part1c1pants in an activity' group the
& second year but not during the first, By the same token, in fourteen projects
the rate of increase in the number of participagts at the elementary grades was

. HEE . - 47 - \
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greatest the second program year, At the junior high school level this occurred ‘in
eighteen projects, and at the senior hlgh school level in fifteed projects this waew .
true for one or more of the activity groups.

This increase during the sment with the finding in Chapter v

with regard to the relationship between project budgets, expenditures, and grang
actmns As indicated, during the second and third years most projects expended '
Part D funds at a rate consistent with their budgets as originally prepared and
submitted with their’grant application, These findings with respect to the increas-~
ing level of activities over time tend to confirm a conclusion suggested in Chapter
V that during the first year many projects focused on plannifg and other start-up
activities which we re relatively inexpensive and'did not have an 1mmedlate impact
on students. As indicated by the three year findings, however, it can not be
assumed that the explanation for the cross project and cross-year variations is
soley accounted for by first year activities and project start-up requirements., In
the chapter which follows a discussion of the relationship between project act1v1t1es
and the level of expenditures is presented, * In addition it will explore the relation-
ship between selected aspects of program management and the variations across
projects in the activities produced, -

' t
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. CHAPTER VII:- PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

-
L3

' .o . A. Introduction

Chapters \> and VI discuss the federal mputs or resources provided to the 50
projectd studxed and the extent %o which these inputs resulted in actw‘ZLes as out-

lined m the legxslatlon and required in the policy paper. From the discussion of
inputs it was concluded that in most projects the inputs did not occur at the level

.planned that is, in most cases the projects did not expend all the federal funds

€

have been due to project start-up requirements; in many cases, the three- -year
total of unexpended federal funds may be explained in terms of the amount not ex-
pended during the first year of.operation. In some cases, however, projects
reprogrammed unexpended fuhds and, according to their budget documents, planned
to spend them the following year; in some of these cases the reprogrammed funds
were expended as budgeted and in other cases they were not.

Available to them. The'unde rex‘pen%’ture s in the f),rstprogram year typically may

On the basis of the find'mé.s with respect to the rate a;md a;nount at which federal
Part P monies were expended by the 50 projects, it was expected that variations in
the level of project activities attributable to federal inputs wou¥d be found. The
findings presented in Chapter VI with respect to project activities confirmed this
expecf?t}qn. In fact, it was found that not only did projects vary considerably in
terms of the.level at which activities occurred, they varied in-terms of the very
presence of activities the federal legislation and the USOE polxcy paper required
of Part D projects.

’

The implicit assumption in both the Part D legislation and USOE policy is that the
funded activities at the local level are expected to produce student outcomes consis-
tent with the purpose of the Part D program. Given that the inputs did not occur as
planned, it is logical to expect that the planned activity objectives would not be
reached as, in.fact, they were not. This, in turn, leads to the reasonable predic-
tion that student outcomes would not be produced as planned. For this reason it is
appropriate at this point to explore possible explanations for the failure of the ex-.
pected activities to bccur. In view of the findings discussed in Chapter VIII which
support the general conclusion that in most projects the student outcomes of the
Part D effort were not achieved, this exploration regarding the relationship between
program inputs and the activities which resulted is especially significant.

&
Logically, the explanation for the variations across the 50 projects on the expendi-
ture of federal funds provided and the activities which resulted may relate either to
the nature of the federal mahagement and funding procésses or to the management
practices of the recipients of the.federal funds. Put another way, the first question
which Jmust be addressed in explammg the relationship between federal inputs and
pro;ect activities is: Did USOE actually fund projects which were expected to pro-
duce the Part D activities called for by the legislation and policy paper ? The )
second is: Is there anything associated with either the nature of the organizations
receiving the grants or with the practices they followed in managing the federal
funds which may explain the ‘activities which'were produced" From the federal
perspective both questions relate to the broad area of program management.

The findings presented below are divided into three categories. The first relates

to the naturef of the stated objectives of the projects which were funded. The seccnd
category relates to the management practices followed by recipients of

Part D _g¢rants. Specifically, these findings relate to the

extent to which the projects complied with management practices which were
addressed by federal policy. Since these practices were required of all Part D
grantees 'by virtye of receiving federal funds, the findings address both the

. ~
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questions of whet}ier the grantees complléd with these requirements and whether
complxﬁc}was ‘associated with the nature of the activities produced. fe

The third catégory relates broadly to the nature of the orgamzatxons receiving

Part D Urants he findings here relate to the question: Does the natuz@of the
grantee (l,.’e. » fvhether 1t is an SEA, LEA, etc:) relate'to either the management
practices follg¥ed or to the nature of the actw;txes produced? In other words, -
does thé natf f the organization receivin ‘Part D funds explain variations in
actw;tles not e faxnable in terms of prolect objectives or s/pecxfxc management
practlces Thx assessment may be of use in making program management

, demslons Ln’tBe future. : v ‘
- ’ ’ {
) ) R KR
4 ’ .« 7 B. Findings - )
/ P "' ‘
i - ., .
- . P‘x"oje'ct_Objectives ‘ E /
‘ " . .

Prior to the field phase of’ the study, the statements of project objectives, con-
tained in project proposals, interim reperts, and third party evaluatlons for
each of the 50 first round projects in this study were reviewed and recprded.

§ During the, field v1s1ts,pro_]ect staff were asked to confirm the accuracy of ¢
’ these statements or u’pdate them as appropriate. The statements of project
. . ' objectives were’ then related to°the seven activity areas contained in the Part

D legislation and, to the activity perforndance. data reported in Chapter VI. A
pro;ect obJectxve was judged toyrelate to legxslatwe objectives either if explicit
réference was mé.de or if in the combihed _]udgment of the two senior project
L analysts who re:ﬂewed all project statements the legislative objective was
", . clearly melrcxt.: ' , , ‘\ .
) . P : ) ‘\ ‘, M SN——
,Wx‘th respect to 'the program( objectives contaxned in the legislation but not in
the USOE pohcvoaper, it was fourld that- none of the 50 prdjects had
'tated obJectwes Rrovxdmg for exchange au bersonnel between schools and .
other agencigs:: ilarly, none of the prOJects indicated objectives which
. WOuld providé qu} gncreasmg the educational attainment of young workers
' ;'el‘ea.sed from thqx,r jobs on a parft-time basis. ‘It was a.}so, found that none pf
t'be‘ 50 prOJeﬁ hst.ed the motivation of young péople to bb\come vocatxonal
e‘d\\(cators or tp prdv;de pre-professxonal fraining for pofre‘ntxal vocaténal 4
edigators as an OB_]%QCU.VE Fmdxngs with respect to program objectives found
Ln\‘both the polu;y paper and legislation are summarlzed below
“\“'\ .\‘&. ':"'
‘{‘Elementary an\d ..)\econdary .Familiarization® . .
\ u . ‘ \ “ .
F‘thy seven of-th% fifty projects stated obJecl‘.}Ves th}'x respect to famil-
1zing elemehﬁar and secondary school stueents with the range of
. oécupbtlons and, uisites for those occupations. Of the three remaining,
one as found ts‘}\a actually engaged in elementary and secondary famil-
iari tLon acjxvxtles This suggests either undléat or va‘.gueLy worded
L for this area Qr that the'! proge}ct engaged in activie

\
=

s

ob c}* ves were sta\te

tie va' which it haq nghwrltten obJect}(ves. dﬂ‘c p)‘d._]ect never did engage
. . in € em ntary level a f)thxes, and the remammg pr Ject anolved ten

. . elementa{y‘ students du{.*b\ the final program year\

. . N 4 . \ \

\\ vt ‘\‘“ W

. .'; Thxrty-\-th eg rojects staﬁe‘d obJect).ves clearly relatmg to the provision

L.oof work e}(p,e riehce activitigs to high school students and 17 did not state

!.such obyJ éj:m\/es or did not ada_ress’tlie subject clearly’.”, Of the 33 stating

v work ekperience obJecmves, .49 (57.6%) were found tonshaye actuaffy 1 e

1. }nented‘wénk ex\prfrxence or <a peratxve education compOnents atfgibutable,

\;E? the prOJé\cts z 14 did not" 'fo the 17 projects ndf; statxng work
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experience objectives, seven were found to have irafllemented some level .- )
of work expérience activities as part of the elementary program. As was . ' .

indicated above, thxs would suggest vague project objectives. .

Job Entry Skill Trdining ) . ) ,

Forty-one "projects,i'ndicated objectives clearly relating to broadening and ',
improving vocational curricula. The policy paper indicated that activitiés .
designed to provide specific training in job entry skills for students note« '
previously enrolled in vocational ptograms just prior to thé time they
leave school were to be included in each exemplary project. This priority,
was established for each project and relates to the legislative objective of— K
. broadening and improving the vocational curricula. Of the 41'projects ‘
stating such objectives, 22 were found to have initiated activfties providing
’ job entry skill training attributable to the exemplary prOJect ard 19 did not.
The nine projects not stating objectives related to skill training were i
‘ found, with one exception, not to have implemented skill training .o ’ ‘ .
activities. . ,
~ * ' ‘ - .

Intensive Occupational Guidance and Counseling, and Placement

T,

4 -~ +
Forty-one projects indicated objectives relating to the provisian of inten~ ;
& sive occupational guidance and counsfeling to students during their last /
- years of school. Only 32 projects, however, also included the actual :
placement of students as a clear objective. Seven projects did not list , > .

either counseling or placement objectives, and two indicated placement
objectives but not counseling and guidance objectives. Of the 41 projects ' ‘ -
stating counseling and guidance objectives, 17 were found to have imple- .
mented a counseling and guidance component identified apart from other
program treatment and 24 did not. Three of the nine projects that did not ["
state such objectives were found to have implemented such activities and - . !
six did not. - - 1

Twehty-five of the thirty-two projects with stated objectives relative.to , |
the placement of students were found to have implemented such acl;ivities'
as a part of the exemplary projects, and 12 of the 18. projects . g9
not stating placement objectives were found to have actually carried out v .
) such activities as part of the project effort. L L L/ . f.
o 2 . ' o .
A Other Objectives o : L

¥ N - . Y

In addition, 42 (84%) projects were found to.have objectives which related . H
to activities not mentioned in the legislation, Ten of these projécts in-
cluded staff training objectiyes in this list of ""other', objectives and six
of these alg® included dissemination objectives, l\o other patterns gsre ’ '
found in the statements of objectives. ; [

L]

Thirty-two projects stated one or more objectives that were either too A\

general or too unclear to be classified into one of the above categorxes, . o » .

or in terms of additional planned activities, Forty-four prOJecés stated o |
objectives relative to some proposed acthty other than the seven .

discussed here. . L€ ' ' \

’ b . , R ;o !

That projects would have stated objectives and melemented activities designed ‘ l |

to reaé’l ‘them is to be expected. On the othex‘ hand,, for projects not to have »‘i

stated objectives addressing required areas or to have stated ob_]ectwes bu . X

no activities is not. - 1 .
. ‘ ‘ //
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» The major explanation for this phenomenon red ates to the proflem of project

- definition. The policy paper indicates special favor would be granted to
A projects incorporating funds from a variety of sources into a smgle project.
* At the time the grantees were preparing their proposals, many had already
" implemented a work experienge or’cooperative education effort within the
N LEA The ongoing effort was in many instances cited as fulfillment of the
N work experience reqairements. When no changes in the regular, ¢ngoing
‘\ “effort at'trxb\}ltable to the Part D project were found, the effort was not consid-
.;‘,“ ered for purposes of this stuc&y to be a component o.f the exemplary project.
s W . Iy . ’ s '
. In three instafices project peréonnel and hterature referred to jointly funded ’
' efforts which ‘were later determined %o be distinct'and separate administrative i .
entities. In these cases the éfforts also were not considered to be compo-

nents of the exemplary project. !

-

It should be qlearly pointed out’that no willful mismanagement or misuse of | o
% - funds is implied by these findings. On the contrary, the phenomena discussed T
here appear to have resulted from unclear definition of the prOJects in terms ; _' &
of objectives, scope, and participants and upon good faith efforts to maximize !
the effect of limited program resoyrces by avoiding activity areas being A |
addressed by other initiatives, theteby narrowing and intensifying project o |

o " focus. . ' . .
| : 3 v "
This, of course, implies that in many pro;ects attempts to depart from the ..
traditional offerings, especially with respect to work experience and skill - !
training efforts, was limited. This may have resulted from a scarcity of L.
research and developmental efforts in these areas or because grantees were '

C not aware of the results of recent research. \

‘e
Pé,

s J . .
: ~Jable 11, below, summarizes the findings with respect to the relationship
between project activities and objectives.,

/ l | : : . b Al

3 TABLE 11 . .
PROJECT ACTIVITIES AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES " i -
. . \
. # of Projects Engaged in Activitigs Specified in USOE Pohcy Paper .l i
Category ; Elementary & Secondary{ Work | oskin Guidarnce & . ¢ L ¥
J ' Farnﬂiarizatio:z Experience | Training{ Counseling } Placement . ¥ L
“.Préjects with objective and activity ‘ o 47 19 227 17 25 : ‘!
-~ t ‘ P v
Projects with objective but without activity 0 14 19 ¢o24 7 i
Total with objective 47 33 .| a1 a1 32 i |
. ' |
. |Bpojects without objective but with activity : 2 7 1 3 12 i ! 1
by ’ H :
. Projects without objective and without activity] + . 1 10 8" 6 6 I3 |
.. i - . ‘ j

'I + Total without objective 3 17 9 9 , 18 . ; § .

s, ' R Y . . 3

T i % + - ‘ vl

4 1134 . 1 ' :

{ 5 . . : . . . t Iy |

2. Project Management Bractices C ; CPT

f 3 3 o . I} : I' . ;

i , # : . .

L. v This category of findings concerns the management practices followed by the . ' 14 |
i ¢ 'y

’_ ., individual prOJects . As noted in preceding chapters, this study was not in- 4 | ¢ .
; N " tended to be an evaluatron of individual projects, nor was it intended to focus [ ;.( .

1.,? +,0n project management. In part, this was because formal Part D effort had ’ ! { { G

] '}‘ ! “f ceased in 29 case.Lz when the study teams visited the projects, and in many ,of ! I If o
'Y * v ,

14& these cases key project personnel were not available for interview. As a Y ¢ I
{t result, both the depth and quality of the information gathered across the 50 ' ! fv,
f[", ’ pro;ects ‘thh respect to project management var,xed Nevertheless, it was / N O .

it Lo f I N 1
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poss{ble retrospectively to gather consistent and reliable information on

several generid aspects of project management which ml’iy help to explain the
s variations in prOJect activities resulting from Part D grants. These findings
- are repnrted ih six subsections below: ) .

® Sound Plan »f Operation; -

. Project Evaluations; .

. Linkage to Manpowef Agencies; .

° Project Direcfors:

° Project Dissemination Activities; and .

® . Project Continuation and Replication. > .

-~
~

Each of the four subcategorie‘s on which findings are reported is based on

language found in the USOE policy paper, the legislation, and/or the Federal *
Register. As such, they may be considered as required of recipients of

Part D grants.

a. Sound Plan of Operation_ -

The Federal Register (103.25;a;2) specifies that each project was to be
judged, in part, upon the soundness of its proposed plan. It was further
. specified that included in the criteria for soundness was consideration of .
the extent to which the procedures for achieving the objectived of the
project were appropriate and technically sound. Several indicators of the
. * soundness of each project's managerial operating procedures wére col-
. lected. While no single indicatot may be considered a sufficient measure, . -
: taken together they provide an indication of projyect operations. In addi- .

tion, although a positive response to the questions posed below does not
signify. that a project was operationally sound, it may be argued that a
negative response to more than one of the questions suggests that it was
‘not. ‘The results of reviewing project information in terms of these

indicators of basic management practices are summarized belows
k]
¢ 0

i. Written Work Plan ]

In each site the study team was to determine whether or not the ‘
project had a written work plan detailing project activities in relation
to time, and if so, whether the plan was used to guide and control
day-to-day project operations. It is .commonly held that such a plan
is an invaluable tool in managing any endeavor.

~ . 1
As ‘indicated in Table 12, below, 31 of the 50 projects were reported

4
as having a written plan of work. Of those with such a plan, it was
found that it was utilized as an operational guide to the project in
- ’ 58. 1% of these cases. Because the inability of the- study team to
identify work plans may have been directly related to the fact that the * . !
. projects were terminated’ (i.e.,.no longer expending Part D funds)
at the time of the visit, the data in Table 12 is divided into two cate-
gories based on funding status. These data shav that only 50% of the
ongoling projects that had a plan utilized it as an operatlonal gyide.
TABLE 12 ] - ’ g
USE OF‘WRITTEN WORK PLAN GOVERNING PROJECT. OPERATIONS
Type ot ) . ;o . . with plan .
. ‘ " Project Total # of Projects | No r}’i.n Written Blan | % of total with plan | # Guided by plan auided by plar
) Ongoing projects &, 9 12 ? 57 1 6 50 0
Terminated projects# 29 10 19 65 S R 12 63 2 .
Total 50 19 31 @R 0 18 58 1
| | :
, ¥ ¢ Terminated projects are those not expcmimg Part D{C) funds ltZC time of visit, those operating on 'ho cost” extenstons i
are considered ongoing .
* = 53 - °©
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A comparison of the 18 projects which reported that they utilized a
written work plan to guide project operations with the findings re-
ported in Chapter VI revealed that eight projects had essentially
performed federally expected activities which conformed to their
stated objectives and ten had not. In general, there appears to be
no meaningful relationship between utilizing a written project work
plan and engaging in expected federal activities.

Participant Data

As discussed in prior chapters, at various points in the study

efforts were made to determine the numBer of students participating
in project activities. Also, as indicated, the projects varied with )
respect to the ease and consistency with which they could provide

this information. The response to the DVTE mail survey seeking
participant information by one of the projects summarizes the*diffi-
culties encountered by many projects in maintaining accurate records
of participants, especially at the senior high school level.

"It becomes increasingly difficult to determine the number of 'participating’ students
as they progress through junior and senior high school. In most junior high and in all
high schools. students attend classes by subject and not by grade level. Therefore,
even if we know that 2 certain Biology teacher is participating in [the project] it is
very difficult agd time consuming to de:ermme how many freshmen, sophomores,
juniors, and seniors he has in that class.' *

Nevertheless, given that the purpose of expending Part D funds was
to produce activities which would affect students, it follows that
soimd‘preject management typically would require accurate and con-
sistent records of participating students. Without such records it
would at best be difficult to plan activiffées and to evaluate results.
Operationally, the indicator of the accuracy and'consistency of
project records regarding student participants was the consistency
of the data reported by the projects at various points in the study. It
should be noted that this does not directly address the accuracy of
the records, but rgther the iSsues of'their very existence and their
interpal consistenqy. It may be presumed that if the data reported
iswob consistent, the records are likely to be incorrect.

e
4

It was found that 15 'projects reported data to the study.team which
was inconsistent with that reported in the DVTE participant survey.
In one case there was a variation of 84% in the number of participants
reported. In another four projects, the grantees were unable to
report the number of partxcxpants by grade level to e;ther DVTE or
the study team. . i a

As thh student records in general it is reasonable to assume that-
the management of a project having the placement of students com-
pleting hxgh school as a major objective would be aided by records of
the numbers placed. Again, while to maintain such records does not,
imply sound management practices, the absence of such records does
suggést 'managerial problems. :

-

-

-

‘o
_ Twenty-three (23) projects reported that records were maintained
‘elative to the placement of participating high school students. Two
other projects indicated that placement records had been maintained
but had'been lost. Twenty-one (21) projects indicated that such
records were mot maintained. Nine of the twenty-one projecl}:&y

/
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indicating that the project did not maintain placement records did
indicate, however, that the grantee maintained such records inde-~
pendent of the project. Four projects did not involve high school
students and therefore did not need to maintain records concerning
high school placement.

Wide variation was observed in the method by which placement

records were generated, maintained, and used. Placement records

per se were not gengrally available. In most areas placeme nt activity

was entered into each student's counseling record. The retrieval .

of this information frequently involved a search of each student's %

record and the generation of aggregate data. ,
1

Projects also varied considerably in their operational definition of N

the term ''placement.’ For, some projects placement was understood

to mean the placement of 2 student anentry level job after graduation e

or during the summer. For others it meapt placement in a work

experience position, and for most it meant both. In some cases,

placement records did not distinguish between positions secured

through the assistance of the school as opposed to the initiative of the " . -
stadents; in other cases, notations were made of referrals to job |
openings rather than actual placement. These factors combined to

produce data that were incomplete, vague, and incapable of compari-

son. 1
= - “ -&

Fiscal Control

As indicated in previous discussion, each Part D\g=ajgct received
funds in order to perform activities which would proglice student
outcomes. It is generally accepted that an imporpfnt aspect of project
management is the monitoring of expenditures so to insure that
resources are being expended at the level and rat¢planned so that
adjustments can be made where indicated and necessary. Clearly,

in order to perform this critical management function it is necessary
that project administrators have a record of expenditures and that

‘this record be in a form avhich is useful from a program management

point of view.

In the process of gathering data for the cost analysis of the Part D
program (see Chapter X), the study team reviewed expenditure

records. In addition, they sought either documentation or reasonable ¢
estimates from project staff which related expenditures to the major
project activity categories. It was found that six projects were un- )
able to provide expenditure data to the study teams. In addition, ",
three projects were able to provide only partial expenditure da
Twelve projects were unable to provide estimates of project e
tures by activity area®. These included seven of the projects
ing partial or no expenditure data and five others. : .

It was found that expenditure data was not usually available from . -
project sources.” When seeking such information, the field teams

were usuallgeferred to one or more administrative offices or to a

grantee fiscd! section removed from the project. Project directors

usually did not include a reviéw of timely expenditure information in

their normal monitoring processes. Regular reports of project

expenses typically were not required by grantee boards or personnel

outside the normal fiscal processes of an LEA:

-55- .



Sound management requires monitoring present effort, comparing
that effort to the planned effort,, and making adjustments to correct
any deficiencies. The fqumgs in Chapters V and VI clearly imply
that the management of project activities generally failed to make
these kinds of adjustments and these findings with respect to fiscal’
management suggest that weakness in this area may provide at least
part of the explanation.

Personnel Job Descriptions

presence of job descriptions for salaried personnel which specify
duties and responsibilities associated with each position. In the
course of the field visits the study teams reviewed the Job descriptions
of the staff paid from Part D funds. Thirty-two projects were found
to have written job desqgriptions and 18 either did not or were unable
to provide them for review. Several projects were found to have
excellent job descriptions in which duties were clearly stated, report-
ing lines defined, and objectives stated in specific terms. _Many,
however, did not have job descriptions written for the Part D projects.
Frequently, \the job descriptions reviewed wete found to be general in
nature and applicable to all personnel within the school system holding
a particular position, rather than specifically related to the Part D
project. ’

:
In summary, 19 of the 50 projects had favorable assessments with respect
to three of the four indicators discussed above and seven projects were
assessed favorably with respect to all four.

“a

b. Project Evaluations

.
3

It was stipulated in the Federal Register that each project was to be eval-
uvated. The USOE further stipulated that the evgéuations were to be con-
ducted annually lv a third party and that a copy - -of the results of the evalu-
ation was#to be forwarded to USOE for review. The Part D projects were
authorized to expend federal funds in order to employ a third party evalua-
tor each year and were expected to utilize the results of the evaluations to
improve project operations. A fmal report at the end of three years was,
also required. v

As discussed in previous chapters, the evaluation reports on file with
USOE in the summer of 1973 were systematically reviewed prioxr to the
start of the field effort. Reports for 45 of the 50 projects were available
for review, and a summary of that review is presented in Table 13 on the
following page. . . * d

Although the study teams were not responsible for reyiewing the evalua-,
tions in each site, in the course of gathering fiscal data they did determine
whether or not evaluations were performed each year. It was found that
Part D funds were expended for third party evaluations in the last two
years in all 50 of the projects. Since all projects complied with the re-
quirements for third party evaluations, this factor does not explain the

: varxatxons in project attivities. .

A commonly accepted indicator of sound management practices 1s the /

aw
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TABLE t3 .
SUMMARY OF THIRD PARTY EVALUATIONS ON FILE WITH USOE
DURING JUNE A\ND JULY 1973 ,

Date of Tested or suneved Used stapd irdized Reviewed placement Followed up Numberj |
TNREE students tests of students N _graduates ot
_uon Yes No _Yes o Yes | o Yes Mo projects
191 |7 : 5 ‘e 6 %- 6 -- 6 6
1972 9 9 o R 16 Y 18
4
1973 15 6 r 14 19, 21
TOTAL: 25 20 3 32 ] 41 43

Five projects did not have evaluation reports on file with USOE, findings from th&most current report are reported

N

In the course of the visits the teams often reviewed evaylf&tﬂin reports -
which were not on file with USOE and discussed the utility of the evalua-
tions with the project staff. Reports of these discussions suggest that

" the summary findings in Table 13present a generally accurate picture of

the evaluation effort during round\one.

From the diséussions with project &ﬁ it was concluded that 1n most
cases the projects viewed the evaluations as a requirement of USOE rather
than as a tool which was of assistance in project management. This 1s
consiStent with the previnus findings regarding project management.
Apparently, many evaluations neither assessed student outcomes nor

-

C.
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contributed noticably to a sound plan of operation.

Linkage o Manpower Agencies

The Part D legislation, the* Federal Register, and the USOE policy paper

each indicates that projects should be designated to ''...promote coopera-
tion betweer. public education and manpower agencies.' The policy paper
further indicates that the required placemnent function of each project
should be accomplished in codperation with appropriate employment

services or manpower agencies. In the courge of the field visits the
study teams determined from project staff whether or not there were
formal agreements beotween the projects and manpower agencies.

1

Fourteen projects reported formal relationships with such manpow'er .
agencies as the State Employment Service or t\f\/oéational Rehabilitatioh
Service. For the most part these relationships were found to triginate
from the mandated local manpower planning mechanisms emanating from
provisions of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
4and its predecessor, the Comprehensive Area Manpower Planning System
(CAMPS). While all but one of the 14 projects reporting Tormal ties also
reported placement activities, 21 projects without formal relationships to
manpower agencles also en%aged in placement activities.

s
In some of the projects not reporting formal rYelationships with.a local
'manpower agency, the existence of informal ties was indicated. While
no systematic effort was mage to 1nvestigate the nature of the' informa-
tional ties, typically these consisted of counselors contacting employment
service offices regarding job openings far students. In this context, it is
of interest to note that the guidance counselors suri/'egfai were asked
whether they were on loan, to the project from another organization and,
if so, from what type. Of the 229 responding counselors, only two were °

on loan and those were not from either ststc or lgfc.al employment services.

e - '

pm . s . \ .
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A
Project Directors

. . 7

It may be presumed that by definition the directors of Part D projects had
substantial im{')act on the operations at the local level. In the course of
the field visits the study teams obtained information indicating the extent
of turnover during the life of the projects and salient background charac- R
teristics of the most r ecent project director. The background character-
istics gathered relate to the provisions of the legislation and the Federal
Register which indicated that project personnel should be qualified by
virtue of unique and relevant experience. The Federal Register indicated
th&t-unique and relevant experience in lieu of formal degrées and certifica-
tton could be considered in qual\i,fy'mg project personnel.

The following types of information regarding the background of project
directors were gathered: (a) number of years of administrative experience,
(b) number of years of vocational education experience, and (c) number

of years employed by the grantee organization. In general, the project
directors were employed by the grantee organization prior to the start of
the Part D effort. Of 44 directors for whom information was a:(axlable,
22 had been employed in the field of vocatlonal education for .fwei years or
more and ten indicated over ten years of vocational eflucation experience.
Thirty of the project directors reported more than five years of adminis-

trative experience. s
) Most projects did not elect to use the selection- of a °* b v
director P ion as a method of building a bridge between school and the,

world of work. In addxtxon, it is clear that projects were not aware of'or
did not choose to follow the suggestion contained in the legislation that
exchange of personnel between the schools and manpower agencies,and .
businesses be a paft of the pro;ect design.

Y
In terms of turnover of project directors, it was found that in 26 cases
there was a single director, in 15 cases there were two diregtors, and in
three cases there were three project directors during the course of the
project. In six cases information was not reported. A comparison of the
data pertaining to project directors with that regarding project activities
does not reveal meaningful relationships. . /

H

Dissemination

The primary focus of this study was to evaluate the.degree tovhich .
student outcomes attributable to project activities conformed to the legis-
lative intent. In assessing the student outcomesg produced’by Part D
projects it is rea8onable to assume that if projecf:s 'mfluencfd other school
systems, those school systems could also be producing desjrable student
outcomes. The USOE apparently took this "multiplier effec‘:" into consid-
eration when it indicated in the Federal Register that one criterion against
which applications for Part D grants were to be judged was the inclusion
of a dissemination plan. . ?

The design for this study included provision for collecting information
with which to assess the influence of the projects studied upon other
schdols or school systems. Data were sought from two sources,.the
grantee itself and the state education agency. Grantees were asked if
they had a plan for disseminating the results of the project. Twelve
projects indicated that they did not have a dxssemmatxon plan and 38

-indicated they did have such a plan.

& - °
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Next, projects were asked if-their dissemination efforts were formal,

that is to say, written. Of the 38 indicating a dxssemmatxon plan, 18
indicated that is was written and 20 indicated that it was not. This means
that 24% of the projects did not have a dissemination plan and in 40% of

the projects the plan was iiformal. It was not possible to validate the
grantees' evaluation of these'informal {issemination plans.

Typically, grantees reported that they responded to requests for techni- 4
cal assistance, informations and materials, and advice! Seve.s! reported
the publication of a project newsletter as a part of the disseminatton plan
and several reported attending conferences, etc., as a part of the plan.

.
q

Eighteen projects (¥ %) indicated they had established written dissemina-
tion plans. These plans included the development and distributiqn of
career education materials, including movies, slldes, and other audio-
visual aids. Teacher training workshops and seminars were also a tech-
nique included in si\:eral of the formal plans., ’

.

In general, the projects having formal disseminatim 'plans were active in
disseminating results, materials, and other lessons learned as a result
of project experience. Those projects having only informal plans, on the
other hand, tended to be passive. In other wdrds, they tended to r espond
to requests for‘assistance or materials rather than gendérate interest.,

There were few records maﬁlta'med describing the actual level of effort
yrepresented by disseminatign activities. This made assessment of tmpact
impossible within the time frame of this study. No meaningful relation-
ships between the presence of a dissemination plan and project activities

were found. ; . . . .
i

Continuation and Repﬁf&ation

1

»

The USOE policy paper governing the first round projects required

.grantees to make provision for carrying on the exemplary program with

support from "regular" funding sources after Part D support had ter- .
minated. In 14 cases, grantees indicated that proj'ect activities had been
or would be discontinued when Part D support ended. Another 19 grantees
indicated that some aspects of the project would be continued but at a
reduced level. In most cases the reduction was occurring due to a }ack
of sufficient funds from '"regular" sources to maintain the Part D sup-
ported level of effort.

' .
Of the remaining 17 projects, nine indicated that p
being continued at a level greater than that achieved

ject activities were
ith Part D support.

expand the exemplary program activities, The eight remammg gr,antees )
mdxcateﬂhat project activities would continue but did not foresee .
al change in the nature of the activities or the level of effort. .
Grantees were also asked if they dered part or all of l;he Part D
project suitable for replication. It Was found that only three projects
responded negatively, The 47 indicating that all or part of the project
was suitable for replication were asked to indicate actual replicators of
aspects of the program Provision was made for up to six responses.
Seventeen projects indicated six or more replicators of some aspect of
project activity. Six indicated no replicators, and eight indicated that if

substanti

- 59 .
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therg.vere any replicators they were unknown t%the project. No mean-

, . . singful relatidnships between project continuation and replication data and
project acthtxes were found. o

\ N .
L 3. Organizational Charagteristics ‘ § ?

In addition to the natfre of the stated objectives of the projects and the. man-
agement practices t ey followeq,, variations-n the basic nature of the organi-

¢ T zations receiving P#t-D grants ¥nay help to explain variations in project .
activities. The Partﬁa ggislation permitted variety in the types of organiza-
" tons or agencxes permitted to.operate Part D prOJects. The USOE was

authorized to contract with LEAs, SEAs, and pubhc or private, profit or non-
profit agenci€s, organizations, or institutions for the establishment of Part D
projects. .- '

Given the permitted variations with regard to thpe type of Part D grantee and
the explicit intent of build ng a bridge between school and the world of work,
it would-be reasonable to expect grants to be awarded to a vapiety of organiza-
- "tional types.’, In addition, it might be hypothesized that considerable emphasis ,
" _would be given to grantees outside the traditional educational systegn; in other
- words, that construction of the bridge would not be limited to only one side of
> the chasm. '

RN
.

- £
It was found, however, that Part D grants were awarded almost exclusively to
educational agencies. Of the 50 projects visited, 31}62%) were single school’
districts, four {8%) were educational service agenciks sponsored by several
schpol districts, ten (20%) were state education agencies, and three (6%) were
institutions of higher learning. In total, 48 (96%) of the grants were made to
educational agencies and two grants (4%) were madé to other’types of institu-"*
tions. One of the two grants not made to an educatitnal agency was awarded
to a public foundation which subcontracted the major portion of the project
activity to a single school district, and the other’was awarded to a non-profit
corporation which operated an experimental, alterna"e.'.school systém in an
urban area. .

>

r:, e .

e 14 g ’ ‘In‘one sense, then, therf was relatively little variation among the first round
_,\’", el ,'v-,c.. grantees., From an org’ nization and management perspective, however, the
tmp(n:tant ‘distinctions between grantees with and thhout a direct lme respon-
) sibility far, school admmxstiiatxon was also explored In 32 projects (64%), the
. u,-5_: grantee was d)nectly responsible for project operations at the school level;
e q\w.},}ra;t ie, in Q}e 31 Projects administered by local school districts plus the
R ‘o *aﬁer.mlt,x?‘e; s¢hool system case, ‘the Part D grantee had a direct line, super-
. ,.vxsory r;ﬁiiﬂnshx P.W w1th the participating schools. In the remaining 18
\ \" p.r’ejects (367), the gtantee had an indirect relationship with the participating
schco«‘ls through the lbcal districts. At this level of aggregation, hypotheses
suggé»s’tmg that grantees which have direct, operating responsibility for the
/ admmzstration of schools will be more likely to produce the, expected project
acthtxé,q -than other grantees are not supported. A comparlson of the two .
.groups. i, &erms of project activities ( as reported in Table 9, Chapter VI) /.

. does nd“;@lcate meaningful differences in performance. N

~
AN

anmmatmn*oi the relatxonshxp >f management practlces to orgamzat).onal type

produced mp«ed Tesults. Of ten projects which were assessed as having

melemented s,ound plans of operation, as well as having formal links to man-
’ power agencxes and third party evaluations, nine grantees were local school
districts (the tenth was an SEA);of 40 projects assessed as having relat1 ely -
weak management practxces, in 22, or 55%, the grantee was a local sch 1
district. In general, while consistent participant mformatlon and expen-
diture data frequently was not readily available from grantees w1th an indirect

- .
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relatu‘mship to schools, if also frequently was not readily available from
local school districts, especially from their project staff. ~. -
N ) .

A review of the findings regarding expenditures, Activxties, and management
indicators 1n terms of subcategories of grantees te.g., LEAs, SEAs, service
agencies, etc.), generally did not produce meaningful pattei‘gs. The clearest
relationship identified between organizational type énd,afiy of the variables .
pbreviously discussed pertains to stated project objectives and the absence

of activities designed to rea®h these objectives. Earlier in this chapter it

was noted that many projechs stated objectives and subsequently did not »
Initiate activities designed to reach’those objectives. This phenomenon was
noted in nine of the ten instances where an SEA was the _grantee. This sug- &
gests that SEAs tended to overestimate the operational capabilities of educa-
tion service delivery agencies. In-other words, SEAs appeared to pla more
than was possible with the limited resources. It also is possible that this

may be explained in terms of the management structure, the implication here
being that management adjustments are more difficult to make when fhe

grantee is not directly respo!g}sible for program operations. ¢

R C. Conclusions

q
The findings reported in this chapter addressed three basic questions whose
answers might explain the variations among projects with regard to expenditures
and activities reported earlier. The first of these questions was: Did USOE fund
projects which were expected to produce the Part D activities called for by the
legislation and policy paper? A review of stated objectives in project proposal{s
and reports indicates that while most projects did have the activities specified in
‘the policy paper among their nbjectives, there wene excep'tions. Although many
projects included objectives which were in neither'the legislation nor the policy
paper, none of the projects included»among their objectives tho§e activities

' addressed in the legislation but not addressed by the policy paper. | -

. N
It should be noted that there were several instances of projects performin,

activities which were not included among their project vbjectives. Often this may
be explained by the presence of objectives which were too general to categorize.

In addition,lbased on discussion with project staff and confirmed by USQE program,
staff, in'somé¢ cases this was the result of USOE efforts to persuade projects to
undertake these activities. As indicated in Table 11, page 52, %eve;, in no case
does the number of projects with a mandated activity included am ng their stated
oﬁ)jectivgs plus those who actually produced the activity equal all of the 50 projects.

Also, as indicated in Table 11, with the €xception of "elementary and secondary -
familiarization" activities, a considerable number of projects did nbt perform
activities included among their objectives. : >

=

The'second basic question addressed was: Did projects comply with management’
practices addressed by federal policy, and what is the relationship between these
practices and engaging in the federally expected Part D activities? Data were +
reported with respect to six areas of management practice specifically addressed
in federal policy statements. . : °
Typically, projects indicated compliance with some but not 4!l of the management
practices reviewed. Of the 50 projects, ten were judged to have a sound plan of
operation (based on positive respcms?z’,s to three of fous indicators), established .
formal links to manpower agencies, and implemented third pa.rfy evaluations for
at least two program years. Of these ten projects, five implemented all of the
activitiesggpecified in the USOE policy paper which weré included in.their %et of
local project objectives; of these five projects, three included all of the federal
policy paper objectives among their own.
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Analysis of the data cullected with respect to project plans and efforts to dissemin-
ate information to other school districts was not meaningfully related to the type of
project activities in which they engaged. This was also true with respect to data
regard'mg%\project cuntinuation or to indicatioﬂr%s of the replication of project activi-
ties in ot?er school districts.

. The third basic question addressed was: Does the nature of the Part D grantee
+ relate to either the management practices followed or the nature of the activities 1
produced? In general, a comparison of the various types of grantees with the
assessment of project activities and management practices did not produce mean-

. ingful results. ‘ - /T"a ,
In summary, the findings in this chapter indicate considerable variability in both
project objectives and ‘management practices, and that these variations do not
closely correspond to the variations among projects with respect to expected
activities. In Chapter V 1t was concluded that the federal inputs did not occur as
planned as indicated by project underexpenditures. From this finding it would be
logical to predict that the planned federal activity objectives would not be reached.
- In Chapter VI this was indeed found-to be the case.

Ll
In general, based upor.l the findings presented thus far, one would not expeét the
planned student outcomes to have occurred, at least on a uniform basis. In
Chapter VIII, which follows, the student level outcomes of the first round
Part D programs are presented. t >

-/
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CHAPTER VIII: STUDENT OUTCOMES

A ' ° , A.Q Introduction
-

k]
. l . v
The nbjective of the Part D p.rogram was to produee student outcomes as a result
, of program activities which were consistent with the legislative goal of'reduf:lng
youth unemployment. While the Part D legislation and assocxated federal policy
specified a set of broad program activities (see Chapter ¥I), the most explicit
statements with regard o student outcomes of the Part D projects were: °
‘e . that elementary and secondary students were to be famllxar Wl‘h the broad
.,\"'*‘fs, range of occupations and the requisites for careers in these occupations

-

Rt (legislation); ° : o ~

.
. N K

! ’ ’ . * r P
. th‘at secondary school'students were. to be motivated and prepared for
careers as teachers of vocat\onal education (leglslatlon) .
. that students not enrolled 1n vocatidnal education p'rograms were to re-
ceive’job entry skills just prio'i: to graduation (policy paper); and .
. e . that ell students would be placed in a job or in post-secondary‘occupational’
- training at the completion of their schooling (polieif paper). : .

' .t . ° .
Beyond these four statements, the student level objec.tives of the Part D projek:ts
~-were not formally defmed during the first three years of,the program. Offlcxally,

within the broad purpose of the leglslatlon and USOE pblicy statements, each prOJect
was free to specify its own set of outcomes. During the course of the.first round
activities, however, a set of more explicit expectatigns regardmg studenf outcomes
emerged and gained acceptance acrioss most of the locally -operated*Part D projects.
* These expected student outcomes generally may be traced to the report of the
Advisory Council’on Vocational Education (1968) which led to establishing the Part

4 . D p)—og ram and to rélated conceptual and innovative efforts in educa tlon. E
1

e

4 The findings with regard to student ,utcomes discussed below are, for the most

» part, based on the set of informally specified but gencrally shared expectations
which guided the first round efforts. The set of research questions and hypotheses
to wHich the findings relate were forgulated in the fall'of 1973. They,are the red
sult of a process which involved the active participation of the study team, Part D
program “staff, and gvaluation stafffrom USOE. Eadh participant in the process
'was involved in formulating thé outcome statements and approved the final"set.

» * As indicafed in éhapter III, the set of student«outcomes selected for mvestlgafion
was not intended to be exhaustive of the eutcomes produced by the Part D prdjects.
Rather, they were considered reasonable indicators of the extent to.

which federal program objectives were attained, < 7
~ ~ P ‘

It was expected from the outset that not,,‘all:projects would succeed i achieving,
each of the expected outcomes. USOE program staff were aware that projects

] varied both inemphasis and in the technlques they employed. The findings repgrted
¢ in previous chapters with respect to project expendltures and activities also cl rly
lead to the‘expectation that projects would vary in termg_of the student outcomes
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B. Findings °* o
; . ‘ t '."“\

As indicated above, at the start of the study a set of -research questions wa'.s
developed juintly by Development Assoc1ates and USOE. It'was understodd‘ that
the answers tu these questions would pr0v1de an assesshent of the perfg)rn'},anqe of
the Part D program during 1its flrst;years in terms of student outcomes as they re-
late to the national objectives. As will be notedin the context of the subsectlons
below, the analysis of the data .obtained during the field effort resulted in the modi-
fication of a,few of these quegtions. The spec1f1§1 findings below are organized in

_terms of The study questions d are based on the responses of randomly selected

students and, in one case, teachers,, followmg the‘ pyocedures described in
Chapter IV. ~ S <. - i . -

' .

For each study question, the findings are presented both in terms of the number of
projects 1n which there wére Wre not positive findings when comparing partici-
pants ahd non-participants, and In terms of the differences between participants.

and non-participants across all projects. (It will be noted that at the 12th grade
level the Work Experlence Group and the Job Entry Skill Training Group showed
fewer positive outcomes than did the Participating Teacher Group, an&that there-
are several instances in which the Skill Training Group had less positive scores l
than its control group. A We believe that these findings refl¢ct selection factorsx )
since the questlor}nalre data 1nd1cate that only 26% of the SKill Training Particip ts
and 29% of the rk Experience Participants said tha{ they planned to go to colle

in comparlson wingh 48% of the Participating Jeacher Pa\tt cipants, 49% of the ’\\
control group used for@he Skill Tralnlng com%b%nt. and %6% of tHe control group
used for the.Participating Teacher component. “he special control group used for,
the Work Experience component -- students in othey cqoperative education pro-
grams -- containdd 38% who said they planned to go t5-60 llege., These data strongly
suggestthat the participating students inthe Work Experjence group afid inthe Skill.__
Training group differed from the other students in their prior academic orientatiom, -)

v . s -
N —

\'
Question 1: Are student partlcipants able to identify a greater number of oée upa-
tions than no partlc pants ?

Q.

"'\

~

Criteria

" While it was judged that participarits in the Part D program should be able to iden-.

.

tify a greater number of occupations than non-participants, upon reflection it was
deched that it, would also be important to determine whether participants were also
aware of a greater variety of occupations. As a resrult two criterion variables

. were used to answer the above question. . N
. N . » - '
.la. Absolute number o cupations: ] . ,‘ ‘

! .

Each student was asked to ''wrtite &Qames of_as\@any _]:)bs or pccupations as you can
- think of'' on a;page consisting of two ¢ &D%Qs of 24 Blanklmes each’column. -Far
this criterion the scormg was in terms of e Aumber of LEe'?ns Jisted whieh® coﬁ‘ld be '
assigneda code number from the Dl.ctl.ona.ry of O\chupatlonal Titles (DOT). A t-test
was used to determine whether a statistically sxgnlhcaridlfference existéd
between the means of the two groups, i.e., participants amd non-participants,.
for each student group, on both an ove'rall and a project-by-project basis.

For each test the null hypothesis was: Ha: Ppi= P nps that is, no difference
- exists between the mean score of the’ part1c1pant and non-participant group.

The probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was. set at the 5% level

* (i.e., o =.05)’ Values at the 1% level were also noted. - A
\ . . . N - =" [
. ¢ W L. 4
. - . -~ .
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Ib. Variety of Qccupations: : ’

The responses to ke questions yleldmg an indication of the number of occupa-
tions' were also analyzed to provxde ah indication of the variety of occupations

" reported by each student. Codmg was in terms of the number of different
two-digit DOT codes contamed in each student's response. For example,
while a student who Iisted all nine positions on a baseball team would have ;
received a score of 9" in terms of the absolute number of occupations listed,
he ‘would recewe a score of "'1" in terms of variety. As with the first
criterion,’a t-test was used to detewPnine whether there was a significant
difference betwgen the two groups in each project and across all projects.

’ . .
- . / »

/

/
Table 14. page 66,shows that 6thgra<ie parttcxpants, in 15 of\he 45 pro}ects surveyed

(3373}, named sxgmflcantly more occupatlons than did non-parhcxp*antsu Sxmllarly,

Results

participants in 13 projects (
tionssthan non- partucapants,

%) named a stgmflca:ntly greater variety of opcupa-

»

¢

i3

»

/ v

’

fm

’ Finally, Skill ijain’

Ninth-grade participants in 11 of 42 projects (26%) named sxgmflcantly more occu-l .
_ pations and a significahtly greater variety of occupatlons than did ngon- partlcxpants «

/" e
©

Partxc;patmg Teacher (thh grade) group partlcxpants sin 9 of the 2% prOJects (39%)
named significahtly more occupations while partlcxpants in 8:9f 23 pro;e.cts (35»/0)

ia@ed alstgnlfxcantly greateTr varietye of occupatlons than nondpart’icxpant,s

RS =
Codnse‘lmg (12th grade)” g.roup partxclpants ‘in two of the frour pro_)ects were ab‘Ie to .
name szg\mfxcantly more occupatlons and a sxgmfxcantly greater varxety of occupa-,

txons\tﬁan were non-participants. 7 ._/ .'.': - =

\-r- L] - -

/

Work ES{perlence (

ible to name significantly m/orre occupations and a

occupations than non-partigipants. -

. /m PG o et
pa icipants_ i 3 of the 14 p.ro_)ec,tsJZI%)

d a;1gn1f1cant}y greater varxety of- oacupa-

’

7gmf1eant}y greater va,r}ety,/}/

s

named sxgmfxcan
tidhs than non /pa.rtr tﬁants .

N,

4 »‘:/
. . . ‘ .
. .. P L e .

I4

Gene

r?by

/

/

N
, in prmgcts ),vhere
_octupdtions than non-pa.rtxc,rpa‘nbs,,théy also zdentxﬁed a ,s,(gnrfxcantly greater

* varjety ¥f occupations. :Oﬁ)f

,number of ».*

;’eg except)ons were found where partxcxpants scored

sxg,nmca’ntly hlgh@r m/e va/raaja,f
As shown in I'al/)le 15, co

1

at ndt, the othker.
ot pot e o
P s 2

ai gro

s wWete maae;a.‘trp}s. all projects forv.e

apar tic Lpa,gfs exhibi

partxcxpané it t

;uzn

th grade

tly'frigher eqt(x'e's,on both vagxables than did ng .
i;_;,, the’ 91')1 gra;ie group, and both 12th grade *

groups W‘h;c a’d ocCupatlona,l mlllarlz,atxor).actLVL;L-és infused into the curriculum
(Participa p’ng‘Teacher an‘g}/Counsel()r)f_ For thé Work Experlence and Skill Train-

ing grou s, the non-pa%txcxpants scozed si'g(ﬁf.{cant}y hxgher than the partxcxpants

oh bot’h va;:.ables .

N
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12th grade) group participants in 3 of the~T19. prOJects (16%) wer// y
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Conclusion: o
4 . . . - -
C-mparing results across all projects reveals that participants scored significantly
better than non-participants for all groups except Work,Experience and Skill Train-
ing on both criteria. Although the differences between the groups were statistically
s.gnificant, the differences were small except in the instance of the Counselor
groupiwith respect to the numher of occupations named. On a project-by-project
basis it must be concluded that in a majority of the projects, partic ipants were not
able to identify a greater number or a greater variety of occupations than non-
. participants. ,

Question 2: Do students demonstrate more familiarity with tasks and functions
4 . associated with selected occupations than the comparison group ®

v

Criterig . .
. Each stu;ent was asked to complete Part 2: Knowing About Jobs of the Career

Maturity Inventory. Each of the 20 items 4n this sub-test begins with a briﬁf de-
' scription of 2 job performed by a person. Following the description are fofir

' occupational titles. Students are asked to select the occupation corresponding to

the job description or to indicate that they''don't know." Sgoring was in terms of

number right as a percentage of the number attempted; if fewer than half were

attempted the student was treated as a non-respondent. A t-test was used to

determine whether a significant difference existeddbetween the means of the two

groups, i.e., participants and non-participants, -for each student group on a project-

by-project basis. For each test the null’h};pothes\is was: Ho: pp = pnp; that is,

no difference exists between the mean score of the participant and non-participant®

group.. The probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was ‘set at the 5% level

(& =.05). Values at the 1% level were also noted. . - -

¢ -

Results .
As shown in Table 16, sixth grade partitipants in nin& of ,the projects (20%) scored

higher than non-participants. Ninth grade participants in 11 of the projects (26%) .
scored significantly higher than non-parficipants. Participants in only one project

in each of the 12th grade groups scored significantly higher than non-paartlcipants. .

Table }7 shows the ‘comparisons of participants and non-participants vver all projects.
Participants scored significantly higher than non-partic ipants -in the 9th grade, vt
Participating Teacher (12th grade), and Counseling (12th grade) groups.. No diffen-

ences were found in the 6th grade groups. Non'-participants scored significantly~

higher than participants in the Skill Training (12th grade) group, while no difference

was detected in the Work Experience group. -

.

»

Conclusion e o

-

N

The area of greatest program impact with respect to this ,utcome appears to have

been at the 9th grade level where participating students sc_ofed significantly higher

thai non-participants in 26 %’ of the 42'projects, and across all projects. 'While v
on an across-prgject basis participants in three of the six student groups scored

higher than non-participants, in a majority of projects participants did not have,
significantly higher scores. Overall, it is concluded that participénts did not
demonstrate more familiarity with selected occupdtions than mon-participants.

. ! . .
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Are student participants more familiar with the requisites as sociated
with employment in selected dccupations than the comparison group

Question 3:

Criteria . . ’ . . : -
- ’ v o . Al - ~

Two sub-scales of the Career Maturity Inventory (CMI) we1:e used in anéwering :
thi¢ question. While they are the best measures relative to this question which

coxdld be found, it must be noted that both were designed to measure more than
simple familiarity with the requisites associated with selected occupations.

- {The first sub-scale was spe’cifically developed toassdess a stx;cfent's ability to . .
"match up" psychosocial characteristics with those required in selected occupa-
tions. The second was specifically developed to assess a student's competency in
utilizing specific knowledge of career requisites in planning.

3a.

Choosing la Job of the CMI:

b=

Each student was asked o complete Part 3:

In each of the 20 items in this sub-test students are given a descriptjon of a
person, followed by four occupational titles. Students are asked to read the
description of each person and then,select the occupation they think is the
"best'~one for that person or to indicate they ""don't know." Scoring for this
and all\g\her sub-scalds 6f the CMI was as described for Question 2. A t-test v
was usedMo determine whether a significant difference existed between the

y means of the two groups, i.e., p&rticipants and non-participants, for each
student group on a project-by-prdject basis and across all pyojects. For each _

- test the.null hypothesis was: Ho: ;3 = pnp; that is, no difference exists
between the mean score of the participant and non-participant group.
** probability of falsely rejecting this hypothesis was_set a set at the 5% level L = .05)

Values at the 1% level were also noted: -

Each student-was as&ed to complete Part 4: Lookmﬁ Ahead of the %MI :

3b.

In each of the ZO items in this sub-test students were given an occupatxonal

title and three steps_ that a person could complete to prepare for and enter : *

this occupatxon. Students were then given four ways in which these steps |

could be~ ordered Each student was askéd to read the occupatxonal title and

"\- . 'the steps and then select the correct order for completing the three steps, or
. toindicate ""don'tknow." - ‘ 0 .

-

As with the first cntermn at- test\was employed to determine if a sxgmfxcant

= difference- exisfed between partz}rpa}nts and non-parf‘cxpa?trts on @& c
. prp-_]ect-by‘-prQJec.t basis and aerosszall prgjects. The null hypothesis was: .
. Ho: pp = pnp for each project and aé-b‘egf:u projects. Again £ was set at, :
»ythe .05 level ’ v T )
R “» .. R 3 % - ~——y ,\A . e
R " Resuits ) “‘ . " o "
: s~ ) R ’ ' ,_{ e - -
: _As mdxcated’ ;y’l‘—able ig partxczp‘ants in seven°pro_]ects (16%) at the sikth grade
" .leveI had sWnfficantly higher medn gcores on the Choosing a Job sub-test, On the
. : su‘b-test Looking Akead, -sixth g:ade partxcxpa.nts in lrpro_]ectf (24%) had signifi- s
cantly h)&\er-meap scores fthan thég wcomparxson groups. .
~8 o. . . N
. At the mntl‘i grade, :partx'cti)antb in 10 progects (24%) on the Choosmg a Job sub test
and in $ix pro_]ects (14%) on the Loo'kmg~Ahéa.d sub-tést obtained s1g‘mf1cantly hfgher *
=t mean scores, . . . ) -~ . .
‘ -, . . . - Gt -’ . =~ T . v = t
‘ T 4 ' . ° ° V' e
. ' . . . L v
. o \ ) : ,
" <L s . N “ct .
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At the 1 Fade level, participants in the Partxcxpatmg Teacher groups scored
higher than non-participants in three projects (1‘3%) on Choosing a Job and in four
projects (17%) on Lookmg Ahead; par{aapants in the Counseling group scored -
higher than non- partxcxpants in one prpject (25%) on both sub-tests; partlclpants
in the Work Experiénce group scored mgher than non-participants in four projects
(21%) on Choosing a Job, and in two pro_]ects (11%) on Looking Ahead; and partici-
pants in the Skill Trammg group scored”hxgher i one project (7%) on &hoosmg a
Job and in no pro;ects on Looking Ahead. As indicated on Table 19, when compari-
sons were made across all projects, participants were found to have significantly
higher mean scores in only the 6th grade group.

‘ * I \

> ’ 8 k .

: In comparing participants to non-participants across all projects it is cg,;.ﬁad
that only at the 6th grade leved did the participants score Significantly higher on
the sub-tests than non-particlpants. However, this was found to be true:in only
se.v_en of forty-five projects (16%) far one criterion and 11 of 45 for the second (24%).

In general, then, it must be concluded than participants were not nfore familiar
> with the requisites associated with employment in selected occupatidns than non-

3

participants. , - s

Conclusion

¥ Question 4: Do student participants score higher on pre-vocational, job readiness
tests than non-participants ? .

—— - ——- P’ e e - e———  — -

. . B v 7 2
Criteria 5 . -
~Trireria

5

No standardized instruments relative to this question were identified. As a result,
two sets of questxonna're items were developed Du;mg the pre~-t€st site visits,
students at each grade level were asked to complete the items and discuss them
with 3 member of the study team The items were also reviewed for face validity
by staff of Part D projects durmg the field test visitsg and by individuals with
extensive experience in the-f).eld of job trammg and placement.
o - =) Oay "
4a. The first set of items, designated Job- Read}si /)(nowledge, was designed
to afsess information pertaining to the world of work which indicated job
readiness. Twenty factual statements to be checked as either "true" or
"false' (Questmns 10 through 29 of the Student Questionnaire)
" were asked of each stublent. .~ The'test was scored by giving one point for each
. correct agswer and summing the points. A t-~test was used to determide
- whether a siénificant difference existed between the means of the two groups,
. i.e., participants and norf-participants, for each group on a project-by-project
" gbasis andacross allprojects. For each test the null hypothesxs was: Ho pp =pnp;
Lt that is, no difference exists between the mean score of the participant and non-
p‘artxcxpant group. The probability of falsely reJectmg this hy‘pothesxs was
= set,at the 5% level (i.e., oL =.05). Values at the 1% level were, also noted.

- * ~ : ’. .
. 4b. The, second set of items, ‘des ignated Job Readiness: Attitudes, consisted of
o - seven statements perta,lmng to various preférénces and attitudes concerning
* " work and caréer planning (Questions 30 through 36 of the Student

’ . Questionnaire).» , The test was scored by melns of a five-point agreement
scale, with the scale reversed for items in which disagFeement was the mor*
favorable response The score for edch of the items waé then summed for a
* total score. 'As with the first crxterlon, a t-tedt was employed to determine

the difference between the partxc;patmg and non-participating groups on a

’

ERIC L e . A

’ .

project-by-project basis and acrpss all projects. . N

[




Results - -
_— . ., Q
Job Readiness: Knowledge - ° *

ff The results for this_and the second criterion are shown in Tables20and 21. At the

sixth grade level, participants in 8 of 45 projects (18%) scored significantly higher
., than non-participants. Participants¥n the 9th.grade in 7 of 42 projects (1,7%)

e scored s1gmf1cant1y higher than non-participants. At the 12th grade level, parti-
chants in only one project in each of the Participating Teacher and Counsejling
groups scored significantly higher than non-participants., In the Wokk Experience
group, participants in only one pro_]ect scored sxgmfxcantily higher than non- s ‘.
participants, while nro\sﬁxgmfxcant differencé’s were found in the Skill Trainimg group.

» On an overall basis, significant dxfferences‘m‘e found only Im the 6th grade group
‘and these differences were, in a practlcal sense, very smaalll No differences -
were found in any of the other groups.

. Job Readiness: Attitude

r

. -
°

AS shown in Table 20, ’partiﬁgar’its in four projects in each of ti% 6th and 9th
grade groups had significantly Righer means than non-participants. At the 12th
grade level, participants 1n three projects (13%) in the Participating Teacher group

e and one project (25%) in the Counseling group had stgnificantly higher means than

" non- participants. [n the Work Experience and Skill T mmg groups, partic¢ipants S
. scored significantly higher in gne project {5%) and no p cts, respectively. On .
an overall basis, significant differences were foupd between participants and non-
participants «t the 6th grade leve% in the Skill Training group; in a pr%ctxcal
sense, however, these differences re very small No differences were found in -
the other groups. ( e e ) ;

i

-

® .y

1

N Conclusion ¢ .

¢ On both an across- all-projects basl.s and on é\ml;hm ~projects basis, some statxs-

tically sxgmfxcant regdlts were found. The greatest area of impact appears to hayve

been at the sixth ‘grade level where a significant differeprce between participants and
‘non-participants was feund overall and on one or the ot‘-er of the crite ia in 22% '
(10)-of the projects. . Given the small number of projects in whigh differences were

found plus the xaC,k of s1gmf1cant differences overall in grades 9 and 12, it must be,
concluded that/ in general, .the results do not indicate that participants are able to

core higher than non-participants on pre-vocational, job readiness tests., This

usion must be tempered hoWeyer, w1th the observatl.on that the scores of all
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) E }f)ward émplo\,&x(eht\ﬂxan nq{paﬂncxpants. On 2 project- by~ grméct basls, however,
PP A partici,panfs in _a majo t.y of 1 tﬁ,e Projects did not .indichate a,mo?a posxtlve attitude
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v Quc/s tion 5: Do student partxcxpp.nl"s inhl;ate re positive attitudes toward employ-

T
N

SR < vhent {hqn n.on-parmcxpants? LN

R = 7 - [N '
: s . IR Vil VLA o
o . T i gveeen Lo N T
“Criterion ,, R ) < . .
-_—‘ ) ‘u..‘:“ .\,‘ " \\‘-., ‘\',‘? '.' ,,
, : The Attitude Scale of the Careéﬁ Maturn)‘r Inventory was used as the indicator of
FRREEEAY posxtxve attltudes toward employment. The Attitude Scale consists- of 50 state- ) ¢

mqnts pe;rtammg to 1ﬂc11v1<iu&¥"'&tt1tudes ahc{ feelings.towprd-making a career .
g:hrvmg angd &ntermg the"‘varld‘ of‘\vork ‘' Each studeﬁt Wg; askéd to indicate whether .
) »»hé agre‘cd ‘m\drsagx’e‘ed‘wwh ¢ac1‘{vstatementt As with the other sub-scales of the
remt, scoring was ui&er.ms M'p.ercen'saﬂo right, if mor e than half of the items were ~ 7
attempte'i*.xf»ie&/ér than -‘balf h',erg nt;a}nptea the student was treated as a non-
‘réspondent. Qot- test Was uﬁé .to,determm \!y"xéther a significant difference existed
betwegn the r}\eans, of t‘hp’!}&‘o,gr\m,ps, i.e.; oa(‘i‘tzczpants and non-participants, for
. cach.stuﬂc‘wt gmup on -4 pro_]ect,-b,yéps,o;ect"bams and across all projects. For each -
© Titest thd‘ nuii-hypotifeSis was: Hos pp = pqp, tbat is, \no difference exists between

.
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S ’ the mean score of the two groups. The probdbxhty offalsely rejecting this hypothesis
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. was set at the :)/n ’,ave-l 1oL = 03)., values at tbe l% level were also noted
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Table 25 ~hows thet a. the St tg:r.ade &evel* partxc’ipa.nts in ‘11 projects (24%7Y had
: {'sxgmi'xcant ly hxgher M_can ,§:¢(o , s than fnon-})artzcmants At the ninth grade level,

. paﬁtxmpants sqored sxgnx ;caﬁ}t:y hxghe;r‘rthan npn—partxmpants in six projects (14%).
o TOAt Luthh‘grade Ievél Pﬁx‘c.cxp&tmg eacher and Gou:xsehng graup participants in

, ",v ‘three projécts. ¥3%) &nd Bae project, (‘ZLS"%) rgs‘pective,ly “hadg- significantly higher .

AT me;:ms tl(axi oﬂ.n-pa}‘tlcxpfa?nts. 'Part:,c’ipant,s m*t\{/o pro_)ects (11%) in the Work Exper-

e Lence g;mip Hac’i s’J,t{mfch'p‘tly hi“fnet hedn éeorés than the non- -participants; no .-
. o -\‘ff?.‘r;lenqe”s’ ;,ve!e detected .in, the Sklll'rrammg groug Table 23 shows the results

. ’ ,' vvbhgn' r,hwe tQmp,a‘rlsonk a.rgma,de”uve}b aH p;-*OJect's. “Significant differences were

e ilound at the, S'L;ﬁ;g,rade level and .u’“‘the Partzcxpatmg Teacher group. No differences
R * were £ou’nd in the othel’groups. o ';'u_.f.;‘-‘ - e T
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Results

4

'
3 .

Question 6: Is the variety of careers being considered by individual partxcxpatxng
students greater than that of non- partxc ipants?

Criterion
Each student was asked_to respond to the question: '"What are all the different
kinds of work you might like.to do when you grow up?" This was question #9 of
the student questionnaire. Responses were coded to reflect the

mber of different two-digit DOT* job codés included in each student's res];onse.
The categorie§ used for analysis were 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or more different two-
digit DOT codes. Results were analyzed using the chi-square test.
Results ' N ‘
Participants indicated’a greater variety of careers than non-participants in four
projects at the sixth grade level, me prgject at the ninth grade level, and one project
each for the Pafticipating Teacher group and Work Experience group. As shown in
Table 24, when comparisons were made across all projects, no difference between
participants and non-participants were found except in the Counseling group whe re)
partxcxpatxng students cited a smaller variety of career choices than the mon-
participants. This suggests that one of the effécts of coungeling for this group
may be to narrow the career choices of the participants, Overall, less than 50%
of each group cited more than two dxfferent DOT codes.

Conclusion

~

It must be concluded that participants are not considering a greater vatiety of
careers than are non-participants.

Question 7: Do student participants indi¢ate more positive attitudes toward
guidance and counseling than non-participants? ,
* #

Criteria

All 9th and 12th grade students were asked whether they would like to meet with
their counselor more often (Stu@ent Questxon # 48). In addition, those
who indicated thdat a counselor had t@lked tmthem individually about their future =
work were asked if this had been hqlpfu.l to" them (Student Question #43a), and
those who mdxcated that a counsel,g’r had talked to them individually about how to
prepare for their future were asked if this had been helpful to them (Student Ques-
tion #44a). Twelfth grade students were asked fhree additional specific questions
in the same vein, dealing with helpfulness of a ‘\lnseIOr having talked to them
about getting a job, applying to cBllege, or getting vocational or technical training
*(Student Question #50), All of the items call-for No/Yes: responses. Comparisons
were made between participants and non- participants by means of chi-square, using

the 5% level of confxdence for reJectmg the null%ypothesxs of no differemce.

Lot
» ¢ 3
'

‘a:/ SR -~y .
The results for all six varxaBles are shown in Table 25, No significant differences
were foundacross all projects between partxcxpants and non-participants on any of
the variables. Within the 12th grade groups, b* tween 49% and 61% of the partici-
pants indicated that they want more frequent contact with counselors; between 71%
and 83% of the participants and non- partxc1pants said that it had been helpful to
talk to tHeir counselors about the future; between 84% and 94% saxd it had been
helpful to.talk to their counsglo‘rs about 'preparmg for future work; between 74%
and 87% said it had been helgful to talk to their counseloss about getting a job;

{ ‘g -

o
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between 69%nand 89% said it had been helpful to talk to their counselors about
applying to college; and between 727 and 83% said it had been helpful to talk to

counselors about vocational or technical training. . .
! \ . . B
- - . . €

On a,project-by-project basts, very few significant differences were found between

. participants and non-participants.

) .

- .

Conclusion

N *

Both participants andanon-participants held very favorabl&attitudes toward guidance

and counseling and indicated they would like more frequent contact with counselors.

No differences in attitudes were found between participanfs and non-participants.

Question 8: Do more student participants indicate having a career plan than
non-participants? . )

-

Criteria
%

At all three grade levels, students were asked to choose one of nine alternatives
describing the plans they have after high school {Question #4 in the Student
Qnestionnaire); the’ responses to this question were then analyzed in terms of the
_""don't know'' option, X_ all other options to identify those who did and did not have
a career plan, In addxtxon, students at the 9th and 12th grade were asked directly
whether they have 4 plan for preparing for the work they want togo in the future

(see Question #49 m Student Questionnaire); this was a No/Yes response option.

Sy et
.
»

Resutts were analyzed using the chi-square test. .
A o
. - ‘u!‘ v
Results * N
R

Within each student.group across all projects, small and very similar percentages
of participants and non-participants chose the "don't Rnow" option. The percentages
were 15% and 12% rbspectwely, at the 6th grade; 13% and 10% at the 9th grade and
between 4% and 9%Qfor the various 12th grade student groups. ,
The results for thé,gg;direct question '"Do you have a plan...,' shown in Table 26,
indicated a sxgmftc&gnt difference between participants and non-participants only for
the Participating Ié&cher group. In that group, 66% of the participants responded
affxrmatwely, Whllg ,only 60% of the non-participants responded that way. No
dlfferences between the participants and non-participants were found-in any of the
other®groups. In generé between 56% and 66% of all the 9th and 12th grade
students 1nd1cated=that they had a career plan. -

As expected, glve‘ﬁgithe small numbe? of students in each group who chose the ''don't
know' option, analysis of the first criterion on a within-project basis did not
produce meamngfﬁﬁresults On the other indicator, significantly more participants
said they had a pl%mthan non-partic¢ipants in only two projects for the 9th grade
groups and in only’gﬁg e prOJect in the Skill Training (12th grade) group. No other
differences were %nd

- . .
: ) , )
The findings mdlca{e that well over half the students mdxcated that they had a plan.
While a significantidifference between participants and non- partlctpants in the 12th
grade Partxcxpatmgfl‘eacher group was found on an across-project basis, analysis
of results on an ;n& vidual project basis produced no sxgmflcant differences. In
general, then, it igiconcluded that there was lxttl? difference between the propor-
tions of participant g and non- participants "who indicated having a career plan.

2, 1
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Conclusion
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Question 9. Do more student participants include further training or education
as a portion of their career plan than non-participants?®

Criterion : : ¢
S . ‘ X ~

w <
Students in the 9th and 12th grades who indicated that they had a career plan were
asked to describe their”plan on blank lines in the stwdent questionnaite (see Student »
Question #49a). Each response was coded by a DA staff rhember to reflect whether

it included further training or education. , » -~
Re sults .

A very swmall percentage of the plans of both the participating and the np .p'articipatir_:g
stidents failed to include further training or education. The percentages¥pf stu-
o dents indicating that their plan did include further training ranged from approximately
95% of both the participants and non-participants in the 12th grade Participating
+ Teacher group to approximately 887 of the participants and non-participants in the
12th grade Work Experience group. Approximately 92% of both groups (i.e., par-
ticipants and non-participants) of ninth graders mdxcated that they planned to 4
receive some training after high school.
There was no meaningful difference between participants and non-participants for
the 9th and 12th grade student groups within any project. In only one group in one
project did the combined total of participants and non- partxcxpants who said they
did not plan further training or education equal as many as 20 students and in that
case the responses were approximately evenly divided between the two groupx

v t
i
4

Conclusion - . v
- . A : .
There is no différence between participants and non-participants with regard to
this qugstion. In general, the great ma_]onty of students, irrespective of project
participation, indicated that their plan for preparing for work they "want to do in __.

the future'' doks include ‘further training or education.

Question 10% Do more student participants cite their career preference as their
expected career than non-participants?

Criteria s,
- . ¢

In addition to being asked to cite "the different kinds of work you might like to do..."

(Student Question #9), 12th grade students were also asked what’kind of work they

think they will be domg ""10 years from now' and ''20 years from now" (Student -

Question #4le,d). The response to the career preference question and to the

expected work questions were compared for each student by DA coders, who noted

whether any DOT two-digit code in the former questxon wastthe same as any- DOT

two-digit code in the latter questxons jlll'{e difference between the participants

and the non-participant groups in the extent to which career preference was the

same as career expectation was then tested by means of the’ chi- -square technique.

Results ‘

~
v

As shown in Table 27, on an across-project basis no significant differences were
found between participants and non-participants in the percentage of cases where
students' choice of career preference equals career expectation'in the' Participating
. Teacher or the Work Experience groyps. Significant differences were found, how-
ever, in the Counseling and Skill Training groups. In both these groups, the partici-

.— pants had a greater percent of agreement betwe en career preferenp’e and career

expectation. - ' s !
.



[
] ¢

In addition to comparisons between the responses of participating and non-partigipating
students on this criterion, the extent of the relationship between career chotce and
expectation w §hin each of the participant and non-participant groups is of interest.
Similar career choices and career expectations were stated by 62% of the partxcx-
pants in the Counseling group. Agreement varied between 457 ang 55% in each of

the other 12th-grade groups for both parsticipants ard non-partxcxpants.

When the results wete examined on'a thhm-proyect basis, sxgmfxcant differences
between participants and non-participants in the extent of agreement between

farcer preference and career choice were found in only three out of 14 projects (21%)
in the Skill Training group and two of 23 prOJects (9%) in the Partiecipating Teacher

groups. . . . . - ‘
’ v . ‘
Conclusion ‘ - -
“ —_— . .
. N N .
' In general the findings suggest that there is little relation bet veen program partici-
T
Lo pation and the inclusion of students' expected careers among those they "might like
t> do."" The possible exceptxons to this conclusion when vigwed on an across-project
basis are participants enrolled in Job Entry Skill Training and Coungeling grcm'g&
—i .
In general, a large prsportxoq of the seniors surveyed, regardless of participant S
o
. status or sampling group,’ did not include theu"expected carcer among the list.of - t.
what they ""might like to do." . i . Y
. ) M : _ - . ~ .
e T BLE 27 ‘ ° :
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Question 11+ Do more studentl)artxcxpants cite vocational educatxon as tﬁ ir future
: Ieer than the comparison group? < .

Discussion T - ‘%_ .

The responses of each 12th grade student to the question of the kind of work they
think they will be doing in the future (Student Qu&stion #4c, d) were coded tg indicate
whether a job associgted with the field of vocatxonal education was cited, It was
found that, on a national basis, only 12 partlcxpants and 5 non-participants cited
some form of vocational education as their future career. These frequencies were

too small to warrant further discussion, . - . . N

-

Question 12: Do students evidence behavioral gams as,a result of Lrtlcxpatmg in
Part D project activities? : . :

.

’

! Criteria R
o . ©, .
. .

Initially, it was hoped that direct éompari§ons,betWeen participating ard non-
participating students would be possible, Howeyer, propedu_pes for these

Q . ', -'88 - ‘ ]
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. comparlsons could not be developed, and as a re;gyﬁ was decided to obtain an *

1nd1cat10n of the’ effect of project activities through a series of questxons asked of
part1c1pat1ng teachers Specifically, teachers were asked for their opinion of the
effect of ''the 1nc1us10n of career education activities' with respect to tardiness,

a, absenteeisnrt, d1sc1p11ne problems, and general interest in schdol. For example,
\J
) each teacher was as\ked whether career edugation activities increased and decreased
‘tardiness. \ - .

¢
. -

.The responses were analyzed in terms of the proportion of teachers in each project

who said there wasg an increase and decrease in each of the four behaviors. In

addxtlon, the responses of all teachers over all projects were analyzed to deterniine

whether there was'a difference between teachers who primarily taught students at ' ,
.'the elementary grades (1- 6), middle school grades (7-9), and senior high school |
*grades (10-12). To asses$ the dlfferences between teachers at the three grade ‘

levels, the following hypothesis was invegtigated:

B

. Hoi: The proportion of ''yes' responses by teachers ir the elementary, ,
middle, arld senior high school grade levels is the same. The cHi-
. square test was employed with o = ,05. .- . . '
Results . .

[l . .

Table 28 shows the percentages of teachers at the three grade levels that indicated

that there was a behgfgor change on the paQt of students as a result of ”the inclu-
sion of career education activities. £
' “-
TABLE 28 ’
Percentage of Teachers who lndrcated that Career Educanon Activities Resulted i in Ccrtam k.h.mges in Student Behavior | .
’ } : Elementary Middle Senior High .
i Ch . . 3 . \
‘ ? . Behavioral Changes g School Teachers School Teachers !‘SChOOI Teachers ’
. Increased Tardiness N ° 0.8%y 2.2% 5.7%
' Decreased Tardinesy; , o 12.5% \ 21.0% . 26.9%
. JIncreased Absences -~ ° 1.0% . . 3. 7:% 8. 6%,
i - |pecreased Absences " | 19.9% 2.9% 1 3.6% | )
. {Increased Discipline Problems ) I.- - 3.0% . 7.2% - T 7.5% ,
‘ Dec:ezsed Discipline Problcms _ ' Cl33.3% 3'931‘?_6 36. 6%
. o Increased Interest in Schodl , 70.1% 70, 1% ! 70.0% 7
. Decreased Interest in School . 2.2% 3.4% - . 4.6%
. = L .
. . N > S "'47 . !
12 ie . ~
. a) Tardiness: The results showed that’0. 8%, 2 2%, and 5.7% of elementary,
o ; middle, and senlor high school teachers, respectwgly, said that career
” . education activities resulted in an‘ipcrease in tardiness. On'the qther hand, ¢

12.5%, 21.0%, and 26.9% of tlemertary, middle, and senior high school -
teachers, respectively, said that career education resulted in a decrease in .
ta;diness. ‘Differences at the.. 05 3 evel of significance were found among the
three grade levels in both variable In 48 of the 49 projects surveyed, at - -
least one teachér said that the inclésion of career educatién/activitiés decreased
~tard1ness, irf three projects, ovef 50% bf the teachers indicated that career -
educatlon decreased tardin The number of teachers who indicated that :
career education 1ncreasejtard1ness was, in each pro;ect always less than

*  20%of the respondmg teachers
b) Absences: R s.showed that 1..0570, 3.7%, and 8. 6% of elementary,

- middle,, and senior high schqol teachers, respectively, said that career educa-
tion activities resulted in amincrease in student absences. On the other hand,
19.9%, 22.9%y'dnd 31.6% of elementary, middle, "and senior high school
teachers, respectively, said that career education resulted in decreased .

k . Iy

&
& - ~

\)\ | . . e ‘. . PN ) 89 ) - :‘ ‘\\
- . N o R - . . « . )

-

.




- 4 - »
absences. Differences at the .05 level of significance were found among the
. . ‘ three grade levels in both variables. In all 49 projecfs that were surveyed,” at
least one teacher indicated that the inclusion of careér education activities
N resulted in decreased absences; in five projects, over 50% of the teachers
said thgt career education decreased absences.  The number of teachers$ who
. mdlcated that career education increased absences was, in each project,,
always less than 20% of the respondmg teachers. '

.

<

c) Discipl'me Results showed that 3.0%, 7. 2%, and 7.5% of elementary,
middle, and senior high school teachers, respectwely, said that career
2\ education activities resulted in increased discipline problems. The deferences
among the grade levels are significant at the .05 level. On the other. hand,
f 33.3%, 39.1%, and 36.6% of elementary, mlddle,a,and senior high school
. teachers, respectively, said that career education resulted in decreased
discipline problems. No significant differences weze detected across grade
levels on this variable. “In all 49 projects that were surveyed, at least one
teacher indicated that the inclusion of career education decreased dlSClpllne o
L problemS, in nine projects, mord¥fthan 50% of the teachers_ surveyed sa1d
., . . that career education decreased.discipline problems., The number of
teachers who indicated that career education increased discipline proBlems
was, in all projects excépt one, always less than 20% of the respondmg
teachers. =

-

I

d) Interest in School: Results showed that 70.1%, 70 1%, and L70. 0% of”
.o elementary, middle, and senior high school teachers, respectlvely, said -
’ . . that career educatlon acy.v1t1es mcreased studan.t mterest in. school. On
. I the other hand, 2.2%, 3.4%, and 4. 6% of elementary, mu’ldle, and senior
o high school teachers,  respectively, sald,that career educatiof decreased
g ) interest in school. No significant differences among the grade levels were
. found on either variable. Inall but one of the 49 proJecté’that were supveyed,
¢ 50% or more of the teachers indlcated that mterest in school increased. In
only 53% of the projects did any teachers indicate that career education

. "=y  activities decreased student mterest and in 20 of these 26 PrOJeCts this vYew
was reported by only one teacher.? /} " .

> Jerl &L -
Conclusions . . fa00 - . ‘ )

. - ~

Overall, the four sets of responses suggest f,hat the/:ncluslon of career educatlo/x;/
activities, in the opinion of teachers, led t’award increased interest in school ,a,aaﬂ
to a lesser extent, decreased discipline prdbl s, absences, and tardmess. /

. 4 e »
\ * Question 13: Are a greater nuimber of st'udeixts who have graduated from sého/ol a,nd

’ who participated in the Part D project employed full- time or éﬁg ged 7
’ . in further training than stufden;s who 8id'not -partlélpat’e'? Pl e

. T s e ge b &
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‘ } iy ' n ( 5 . L

Time and resource constraints did n(ot ernnjz a/ study des1gn provrdmg/ fér’ the
actual follow-up of graduates. Rathei*’ théﬁesagn relied on mforlznatxon whxch
was to be obtamed from school recovdss’, pecxflcally, mformaglor»'was sought -
with regard to the worl status during thd' lgrsf, year after gz‘a;iuatron of students ’,

who graduidted from $chool the year priog to the initiation of the Part D ‘project ,,
and of students who graduated at the eri'd, ofthe 1972-73 .school year. Companso/j ’ L
were to be made of changes which occtn‘,red over time for part1c1patmg and nom- ‘ k
participating students. - Z / i - / - o !
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A:é mﬁxvatga Jhl%hf, dlSC:{iSSYODI },it(:ement actwltj,es, in (,'hapter ‘4’1 plac’emenf’
§nd;lgzx-ad.date ifolléw-u‘g mformett}Zn typlcmlly was not ava"zlab}eu Even in those i
caﬁés. w?t:r % some relaté&d mfo'rmatmn was obtajned, am‘blgu‘tty in, the‘/iet;lmta.&n_"17 iy
-oi;: ik precluded rhoan1h ul analys;s. As a regx‘zlt‘ no uﬁl/ Ful) i
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fmdmg as itmﬁ.,.npt be possxh}: o asses_s the ef£ec€ 5t Paﬁxt D agnd mular offorts
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The frndmgs w1th ’re spect to the ou.tcnx'ne quesmops whlch were addressed in thls
chapter présent 2 mixed picture of prog.ratndmpact When compansons were made .
acioss all projects, participants were found fo sgore slgmfl.cantly hrgher tlga,n nony- -
participants on some outcome questigns while scormg thé sameé Qr lower on others. .
Ona \v1th1n-proJect basis, differences were found favorable to.some proJects, but

not the majority, “on most oufcome questlons' in many casesf either no differences
were found or non- parttctpants were found to score better. , These mixed findings

are further complicated by results which were not co'nsxstent over the three grade
levels nor over thef four 12th grade groups. . : b )

. . . i
4 -

Table 29" su.mmarlzés the results with respect to the outcorrle, questlons, across

all projects, by student group. ,Five of the thirfeen outcome questions have been
omitted from the summary. Questlon 13 was omitted because insufficient data were
available for _analysis. Question 11 “was omitted because there was msuffxc!ent .-
vayléblllty in the responses of part1c1pants and non—partlcmpants to permit analysis;
i.g., over 95% of both groupg responded in the negative.’ Questxons 7 and 9 were
mitted from the summary because large proportions of bo‘bh participants and non-
/. participants obtained maximum scores, precluding ther po,sszblhty of significant
differences bétlveen the groups. Finally, Q 'estton'lZ 'was dmitted since teacher
“'résponses were used to answer the question and no; compar;sons with non- part1c1pants
weré possible. Using the remaining outcome questlons, the following results were

obtamed for each a,f t«he}[samplmg grpups' s .

. r

.

‘
él’iu?}rade Patt{c,annts scored more favora.bly t,han non- partlclpants on
%pof)f,;é‘oﬁtcome qué'é l,an' .
Y

',-,

£ 3, 3 ’

° Pantldlpatm ’;’eacher G*rbélf (12th Grade): Partlcxpamts scored more .
f'avorably thén:on-partlc;parits on 4 of 8 outcome queétzons,(

J. . i,
" e 9th, Grade Partzclpﬁn{i‘} scored more favorabl}thar} non- participants on
N2 of"<7 outcome quest&or{s’ oo . - - ‘ ‘ g

L

"~«/ . ‘1 , : - o F

) Counsehng Grc)ui‘»(thh Grade): Partl.clpants sconed ore fa./vorably:t}{an .
N non- partlcypants 3bfﬁ outcox‘ne que‘étlons/ I ' R
1 J N " 4./ , - AN , o .
o . Work E‘iperlence Groupr ﬂ, th Gra{dg}.:». afrf‘acl‘paﬁfs scored more favorably
: than r{on partw.c;pants’ 6!3 none of the 80utcome questions; and S
/ . . r / VSN .. PR i
// . . "{» e ‘ ‘ e

. s
. e Skill Training Grohp gkai
n

h'Grade)? arhc;pants scored moré Iavoqably
‘than fion- -participants/o on %

of;t’he. 8 outcome questtons’ . !
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Il , TaBLE 29
Summary ;{f Congﬂusion; for Qu}come Quesnons Across all'Projects by Student Group x

S ; . 12th Grade
- ‘ Participating [Counseling| Wd(rx - Skill
i técme Questions ¢ e i ; Teacher f Expérience Tmmg_)&
.Are stzxﬁf:nt pamcxpanm;x‘bl? to idpnnfy‘ia/gv’reate; m&nber of .t . o
o,ccupanons than‘non ;(artxcxpants’ (Qky / ’ s Yes . B

' f ; .
DS stuflents demosfst{dr.é'm/on fnmmaény witt tasks and Y . R
functxons ass9cm(u,'4;ftﬁ seledted oa’cupatxoﬁythan the 7 ,° ) :

| feonfparison szp" ey i 1’- A1
- ; fle c
Are ;mdent pm'txc;pams 'more famlar thh the requxsxtes
ﬁassocxatéd watﬁ sefected pccupanpns than the comparis n
}swup’ ©3) . J: v
‘ ’

i _' [Do stugeafz participants seore e, higher on pi'e v’ocat,ioné} yob

rcadmess tosts than.the’comparison group /(Q-t)

e
i

Do stud'eht pu-ncxpmm fndicate more posxtl\ae"atntudes - i
; m'.w.zrd C'rplox,'menuhan non-participarits 2 tQS) -

7/
s the variety of careers bemg consxderqi bj_’yxdimdual’ , L
participating students greater thamthat\gf stt.denu"(,n A Jo2 ol oo i Il
the coniparison group® (Q6}" Lo - A No- . Nos 7| ""Ne

P}

Do mo?e,student particxpants indicate havmg a cgreer plan N3 1. . ; LR Y
. -~ o2

. than ti;e comparison group? (Q8) | .- “{No - \em ,.,J'No‘::

' i’ 8L .
- ! No No
- RS LR I
Do nfore student pamcxpant}cnté theu' career pre(erence as - g- . _'f,_ - y T ‘
their expected cmer ‘than non- pamcipants’ (QIO) - T = —=Nor T Yes o ® Yes

»

. EEY n YRl ‘~,

* The quesﬁé’m were dnswcra yes"(f th‘Ere wa; .an overall sigmficant dxfference in favor of pamcxpants fo’ ﬁ: i\
cmeno used to assess the.quéstion. « e ST . ¢ AR .
. i * L P
e _' Y *:- s ] = L. ey

‘e wes R

; .
4

Soev oy B OIS 3
sze dutcome questions rela.te.to the na’emnal obJectwes of the Part D Program/and
as évas determma& -at the outset of the study, positive responses to these quéestion;
serve as indicators that, ori a student level, the program has. succeeded in b/ulldtng
‘the bridge between schosl and the World of work that.is requtred by the Part.I}; {
legxslatlon. ‘“The results given m/thxs chapter and summanzed above seem to, 2 i

" indicate that’ based on the analyses of all pro;ects taken together, the program/ z
has succeeded in cettain areas and has . hot achieved jts student outtome obJeqt{Ves

in others. . . . /

4

- . AN

. - e

* N - « [ -
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It must be not.e'd that,these fmdmgs should not be mterpretea as a summary of ‘all e
the student level éutcomes a§saciated with the progrdm: With respect to the oy

' students enrolled in the Job Entry Skill Training and Work Experiencé groups, for. ‘__,.
example, this study does not. ‘address the questtqn of the ‘extent to w?uch part1c1pants YTy
were provided technical skills in the mulhtude _of pogwible areas of training. T
SlmtlarIy, some prOJects devoted con51derab1e effoxl';ckbeechlevmg objectives which

."were, nof: duently associated with the outcomes mea.sured and, of‘course, an .
a~ssessmentvof thetr success in attainin® these oh_]ec.twes was not made. As indica-
ted at the braglnmng of this—chapter, it should also be noted that there is some
1nd1cat1cm that a selection factor which.was not’ anticipated by project staff resulted
m,/the part).ctpants in the Skill ’n-ammg §nd Work Efxpertence groups being somewhat

. less academically oriented thanother parttclpants ‘and.their comparison groups,

*‘The findings do, however, Provtde an myhcatton of-the extent to which prOJect-
supported activities made an impact On @}‘;se studenfs’whtch they served i in terms of

the natxonal program objectives.,. .3 %: ot . -

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

A et
LI
”




s

.
73

X
S,
'.
H

B )

'The re'sults of the outcome guestions gn an individual project basis are summarized .

E if?“'{'afbles 30 -35. These %ébles shof, for each samplmg group, the number of . *
p%me\cts by the number’ ef outcome due stlons on which’ paz;nmpants scored signifi- v /
cantly better thah nohs rtxglgants. Four of the 13loutccme questions have,been

- ehmmatcd from these analyses. TheSe questtons are 9,11, 12, and 13. Question

) ‘ '7, whlch 'had been eliminated £rom the Qve}-all summary, ~ha.s been included.in the 4

- ' project- by'\ prOJect analy sis Eecmé 1na ;rumb’gr of mdw1dua] Projects the-scores -

’ ,‘.' were sufficiéntly below the maxr.mum to \ua'rrant m;;ElngW;bn)garLsons be;\ueen par- “

AN t).c1pants and non- part1c1pants. -0 )

.o

. The resnlts frpm the pro;ect by- pro;ectanalysm were less favorabxe t'hap those
o from the acruss proJect analysis. As mdlcated.m thgtables below, EY re’latwely o
' small mamber of pr 33e§cts produced the favorable fmdmgs in each of the groups. In :
"ﬂ no, (;ase did more than 38% of the nrmpc,fs nroduce two or mnre favorable outcomes

-
- - -l

‘4:-‘ E - TABLE 30 ~~
l\umbt,-r of prc)jects by number of questions on which participants scored significantly hxgher than non -participants: ~
. . . . 6th Grade Group= ~. P , ¢
Number of Ouestions- 6 | 5 4 4 3 2 17 - .0 .Total
Number of Projects } o W 3 6 | . 7] 1.1 16 | a5
Percent of Pro;eéts\, i ) 7 13 15 27~ 36 100 .
’ < TABLE 31 "
Number of pro;ecs by number of questions on which pacticipants scored s;g}u.fxcantly higher than non-participants -
Sth Grade Group - Bl -
' . 7or - s “w o
Number of Questions: A6 - 5 4 3 2 1 0 Total
. mdre - N N - :
Number of Pro;ec§ ] -0 ©1 2 3 4 6 11 15 42 s
Percent of Projects 7 -0 2 5 7 10 14 26 36 100
] T 7 _§ L N ] ] ~° . .
= *  TABLE 32 ) ‘
Number of ptojects by number of questions on which participants scored significantly higher tﬁan _mon- parucxpants |
N 12th Grade Work Experience Group
" Number of Questxons . ?f;i'\ . 4 or . 3 2 1 ., 0 ‘1 Total ot
£- more } v .
INumber of Pm,ects ’ . s 0 3 3 2 11 19 i N =
* {Percent of Profects - ' ) 0 16 16 10 s8 | 100
g ) TABLE 33 . % . '
Number of pmjects by number of questions on which participants scored significantly higher than non-participants - .
. 12th Grade Skill Training Group L, ' "',
-~ — d A ] 2 or . ‘ ,‘ . I:l'
; <<, Number of Questions: ; 1 0 Total . Y
’ : - i more_ |- ; .
[Number of Projects RO : 1 .0 5 9 14
Percent of Projects I , ‘ o | %36 64 100 7.
. * " “TABLE i34 s
Number of projects by numben of questions on which participants scored sxgmflcantly higher than non-participants
- Lo 12th Grade Pamcxpaung Teacher Group
o ¢
) INumber of Questions: 7 or 6 - S 4 . 3 ! 2 1 0 . Total
4 more : . :
, [Number of Projects 0 M 0 2 1 s t4{ 8 10 23
* |Percent of Projects [V 4 ) 0 9 L‘.‘:/‘i 4 |V 35 - 43 100
N ' , d * el 4 s
/ ; ) TABLE 35 \
/ Number of pmjecxs by number of questions on whxch participants scored sngmflc-mt_ly higher than non- pamcxp:mts
,/' - . 12th Grade Ccunselor Group ‘\
ot . N \
; ; ; o 2% ' i
Number of Questions: “ \ 1 0 Tot:,t/ /
more
Number of Projects ’ . o 1 3 ‘}/
Percent of Projects 0\ 25 75 ° ISXL /

* Only six of the nine outcome questions included in this analysis are applicable at.the sixth grade level.
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The Part D program seems to have made 1ts“gfeatest impact on the 6th,. 9th, and R
12th grade Participating Teacher groups. This suggests that both within projects
and overall the greatest impact occurred through the infusion of career education

concepts into the classroom by participating teachers. ,

. ay . oo e ' Loy
With respect to ®vo of the outcome questions not inclyded on the pr{gédmg tables 2
{1.e., "improved' student behaviors, and placement after graduation), the over-
all findings again are not completely clear. As indicated, placement data simply ,
was not available and therefore no assessment of project impact could be made.
Generally, the responseé of partxcxpatmg teachers indicated they Judged that the
inclusion of career education’activities increased student interest in school and,

to a lesser extent, decreased dlscxplme problems, absenceks, and tardiness.

i

:d‘

Given the dlscussxo‘% in earlier chapters with respect to tHe acthtxes specified in
the Part D leglslatx n and USOE policy paper which projects aadressed, the budget
to, expendxture patterns which were followed, and the mdzcatxons regarding pro-
gram management,‘these mixed student outcome results were‘to some extent to be

‘expected.

> 4

i

s

In the chapter thch follows we,will investigate selected factors which may explain
the variable naturezof the outcgmes which'occurred.
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CHAPT\ER IX: DISCUSS’JON AND %\XTERPRETATION OF STUDENT OUTCOMES
) ° g v

Introduction

- - / °
.

.

~

As reported in the preceding chap'?er, investigation of the indicators of the student
level outcomes:produced mixed rézélults. While all the fed.érally expected outcomes
did not occur as planned, there were several areas of stddent performance at each *
grade level where Mgy did occur. )3 ‘Further, the flndngs?ln/d/rcate that on a project
by project basis the planned outcomes occurred with some uniformity in a small
number of proJecfs, on a highly v&rlable basis ih man?xo;ects, and in some
projects rarely, if at all. v '

As indic',ated in Chaptef III, the sﬁdy design pfovided for the collection of 'data
pertalmng to a set of research questions wh ch were expected to be related to the
student level results of therprogra?{n Givén that the basic purpose of the study is
not only to report the results of the first years of the Part D program but also to
provide information which may be of use in planning fg§ the future, the focus of
the discussion in this chapter is on isolating those factors which may best explain
significant outcomes; that is, particular attention throughout will be given to
searching for those fattors which significantly contributed to the projects and
program comwté’prod’ucmg the most favorable student outcomes.

The fin"&i‘ng“s below are divided into two major categories. In the first, findings
and analysis with respect to the research questions identified prior to the data
collection efforts are presented. ' The second section provides a:discussion of
possible relatipnships between p ogram and project processes which were gudgéd
potenfially important on the basis of the findings reported in earlier chapters and
.other mformatlon obtained durlng the v15¥ts to flfty Part D pro_]ects.

¥ '

=

£ , B. Findings for;Treatment Research Questions

S . . . - .
This.first category of possible explanations for the student outcomes addresses
. the s}t of research questions agreed upon by the study team and USOE |in the course
of dey¥eloping the study design. The data upon which the answers to these questions
are bised were obtained from the randomly selectedggample of participating and
non-participating students, and the random samhle %eachers and counselors,
For clarity of presentation, the first three of the original set of six questions
presented in Chapter III will be grouped and treated as essent1a11y one Guestion
with several indicators,

: : ‘ % ' . o

1. RESEARCH QUESTION ONE# Are student participidnts exposed to more career

familiarization curriculum activities than non-participants?

i

A primary objective of the Part D program at the project’level was to stimukte
teachers to increase the extent to which their students were exposed to career
related concepts and information. It was prgsumed that this basic objective
would be achieved by altering the classroom furriculum such that teachers
would discuss careers and sdpecific jobs in class, would take students on field
trips Wre they would see i’eople employed,i n the areas they were studying,
and,would bring guest speakers into the classfoom to speak about their jobs and.,
the relatlonshlps of their wérk to the thinge tht students were learning in class.
Whlle it was found that in sdme cases specidl dlasses or designated segme'nts

of a class were devoted to s dying a variety of \jobs per se the typical approach
was to integrate the study of occupatlons into on3 golng act1v1tes. R

’ 4 . *

To determiné whether or not students parthmpatlng in the Part D projects were
eXpo ed to more career farrn iarization cuijriculumy activities than non-partici-
pating students, data with rg pect to severgl criteria were collected and ;

- 95 -
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. analyzed, Responses of rt1c1pants ar‘xd non-participants were analyzed
both on @ project by project basis and across all projects. Interms of

these inflicators, participating students were judged to have been exposed‘
to mor famlharlza.tlon dctivities when the chi-square ‘test to determlne |

the significance of differences between two groups was significant at the )
) 5% level. In addjtion, the data were reviewed to determine if the ]

expected relatlonshlp betwéen career familiarization activities and the ’
‘resulfis found for student outcome questlons pertaining to occupational
famt}}arlzatlon, job readiness, and aftitudes toward work actually
occurred. The findings for the criteria are presented separately below.
= i .

" Critérion la, All students were ‘asked how soften their teacher talks !'éb ut

different kinds of jobs.'" Three response optidns were provided:
. ? ""H rdly gver, "Sometimes" and ""Very Often." This was questlon #6of | - .
. e the student questionnaire,
M T
Re'/s'ults ’ oo .

T e findings with regard to this criterion for each of the six student groups
are shown in Table 36. The differences between participants and non- partici- -
pants were significant beyond the 1% confidence level for all groups except
the counsellng group of 12th graders, who, by definition, had no participating
} teachers. It.is of interest to note that 75% or more of the participating

students in every group excepf counseling indicated that their teachers talked
* about jobs at least sometimes' .

’ s ! N * \
,A summary of the distribution of the findings on a within- projects basis is
presented in Table 37. The results in twenty-five proJects indicated that

part1c1pat1ng students received greater exposure than non-participants in at

least one of the student groups. .
o

Criterion 1b. All students were asked if tliey had ""gone on field trips this
year to see people working, " Response options were: "No, " "Once or Twice,'
and "More than Twice.'" This was question #8.of the. student questionnaire.

- . -

Results > . . o

The findings for each group of students are shown in Table 36. Agaln, there ¢
was a significant difference between the participants 4 the non- part1c1pants
{(beyond the 1% level) for every group but the 12th gr Counseling group,

o ' with participants reporting more frequent field trips. It'is of interest to note ' '
P that 55% or more of the participants in eachﬁoup indicated that they had not
: gone on a single field trip to see peoplée wor

> ~

A summary of the individual project data is shown in Table 38. The results’
in twenty-seven of the p‘ro_lects 1nd1<':ated that participants engaged in field

« trip activities more frequently' than'did non-participants in at least one of the
student groups, ’ \ . :

"
Criterion lc. All studentswye're asked whether visitors had come to their class

"this §ear" to talk about their work. The response options were: No, Once or
Twice, and More than Twice. (Question #7, Student Questionnaire)

Results
The findings, shown in Table 3%, indicate that there was a significant difference
between the participants and non-participants.in three of the six groups: 9th
' graders the 12th grade Work Experience group, and the 12th grade, Participating

Teacher group. - At least 44% of each participating group reported that no
visitors had come to their class during the year to talk about their work, .

0y . ~
»
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A surnmary of the mdwxdual project data is shown in Table 39. The 'resultg
. in twenty-four projects indicated mére exposure t8 visitors for partictpants )
. than for non-participants in at least one of ‘the student groups. ETI

—

1 . b

3

TABLE 37 -

. ' SUMMARY OF WITHIN PROJECT FINDINGS .
FOR TREATMENT QUESTION:

1

"How often-does your teacher talk about different kinds of jobs? " * 7
Student Group 12th Grade Students
. 6th $th | Work Skill* . § Participating
» | Reporting Category - . Gride—{ Grade | Experience}Trainirigd Teacher
Number of projects with greater exposure for participants . 10 9 V7 5 .« 5
Projects without greater exposure for participants v 35 33 12 9 T 18
* - " . ’ ¢
Total Projects N .ot V- .45 42 19 14 23,
% with greater exposure for participants 22% 21% 37% 36% 22%
’ ) . .
e . TABLE 38 Lo
. ' . »
. . X
SUMMARY OF WITHIN PROJECT FIND'[‘NGS 1
* FOR TREATMENT QUESTION . T
' "Have ya gone on fleld tnps this year to see, eople working? i "
—— Student Group _ o, 12th Grade Students °
. ’ N o 6th $th | Work Skill  }'Participating
Reporting Category N Grade + | Gradé § Experience] Trainin Teacher
Nuinber of projécts with greater exposure for participants 17 i 7 1 8 ’ék 2
Projects without greater exposure for participants 28 . 35 - 11 12 16
. B . b
Total Projects . 45 42 19 14 23
% with greater exposure for participants 38% 17% 42% 106 | 30%..
: - ; X~
” 3 / s - “6.
~ *‘TABLE 39 . v .
. : . SUMMARY OF WITHIN BROJECT FINDINGS _ =
OR TREATMENT QUESTION: * , .
- v "
. "Have visitors come to your class this year to t.alk about their work?
" . Student Group 12th Grade Students
6th | $th |, Work Skill Participating
|_Reporting Category Grade | Gradé § Experience] Training I _Teacher
Number of piojects with greater exposure for pamcjpam: g is , | 12 4. 2 8
Projects without greater exposure for participants / g 130 15 12 2_15_
Total Projects ’ , 45 42 - 19 14 ©23°
% with greatyr exposure for participants . 33% | 29% | | 21x% 14% 35%
’ X -
P “ . . : .
< ’ b N ,
“ 98 = - ' - .




Summary of Results

If all three of the indicators of career familiarization curriculum activities
are considered together;, seven projects failed to shown any significant
relation between treatment and participation andten projects ’

had a significant relationship tor each of the three indicators in at least
one of the student groups.

"Relationship to student odtcomes

.

In order to determine whether the obtained results on student outcomes
could be related, st least partially, to the three treatment indicators per- *
tainihg to career }t'harization curriculum activities, the lists of projects
in which there were significant outcome findings were compared with the
lists of projects in which there were sxgmftcant treatment criteria fmdmgs.
The greater the number of projects which are on both lists, theggreater the
relation between tre atment and outcome. This analysis was carried out for
each of the three treatment indicators apd each of the eight outcome measures
associated with outcomé questioné 1, 2,73, 7 andA2. The results are shown
in Table 40, in terms of: a) the nmumber ofs’projects that had agreements.on
outcomes an’Zl the treatment indicators; b) the number of such agreements
that would be expected by chance (based on the total number of projects with
significant relationships for outcomes and the total number, with significant
relationships for treatment indicators), and c¢) the maximum number of™
agreements possible, given the number of significant relationships found.

s Inspection of the table indicates that relatxqﬁshxps beyond chance were not
found between treatment and combined outcomes either by“student group

or over all groups. Although they are no}: shown in the table, the results
are essentially the same for ¢ach of the efght outcomes taken separately.

is that participants tend to be exposed to them dnore than non-participants,
but that this differential does not account tfor the outcome findings.

e

- The general conclusion regarding career fam-»ga;\rization curriculum activities
e

%

' [y

TABLE 40 .
Number of P@ject Agreements Between Having Significant Findings on Qutcomes >
and Significant Findings dn Treatment Indicators -

Student Groups . ) 12th Grade Students
N 6th 9th Work Skill | Participating
Treatment o - Experienced Trainin, Teacher
Treatment Indicator {a f"? ’ ’
Number of agreements 0
Chance expectations d . 2
Maximum possible o X 7

-

Trcatment Indicator gp
Number pf agreements
Chince étpecmtions ¢

. Maximum possible

Treatment Indicator ¢
Number of dgreement
ance expectations
. - Maximum possible

Combined Indicators
Number of agreements
Chance expectations
Maximum possible

WA i exe provided by e
»
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RESEARCH QUESTION TWO Are more participating students assisted by
school personnel 1n~secur1rg_30bs than non- part1c1pants'> 4

r

Cr1ter1on In addition to compfying with the mandate that projects attempt

" to place all students in employment or further training after completion of

their schooling, it was anticipated that many projects would provide assistance
_to students in finding. employment during the school year and during summer
"vacations. . As indicated in the previous chapter and in the d1scusston of .
project activities (Chapter VI), neither school nor project records permltted
an adequate mvest1gat10n of placement efforts. 4

°

uT}&e only available data in this area was Questionnaire Item 39 which
asked all 9th-and 12th grade students whether the\school has "ever helped
you get a fokb 7" The responsesto the question pr0v1de some indication
of the extent to which participating and non- pax%;mpatmg students
-differed with respect to the amount of assistance they réceived.

. Since it was assummed at the start of the study that this difference,
:if it existed, might provide a partial explanation for the:differences
'between participants and non- part1c1pants with respect to the outcome
questions pertaining to job readiness and attitudes toward work, the
responses of participating and non-participating students at the 9th and
12th grade were tested for dlffere{mes usihg the chi-square test.

A

Results and Conclusions

.

The f1nd1ngs across all projects are presented .in Table 41 As indicated, a

stgmﬁcantly greatx proportion of participating students in the 12th grade

Skill Training Gro and Part1q1pat1ng‘Teacher Gropup indicated that the school
had helped them get a job.

-
2

On a-project by project basis there was little difference betweeg participants
and non-participants with respect to this item. Specifically, there was a
.significant difference between participants and non-participants in two
Projecis at the ninth grade level. At the 12th grade level, significant
differences were obtained in three, two and one projects in the ~

Work Experience, Participating Teacher and Counseling groups, .
respectively. These differences were all found in different projects.

While little difference was noted between the assistance provided participants
and non-participants on a project by project basis,, the differences that were
obtained across all projects are of note. With respegft to the Skill Training
group, the data suggest that in ad)dltlon to providing training the schools
also offered more'assistance in securing employment to this group than
other student groups. While ‘the students in the Participating Teacher
group were not prov1ded specific training in job entry skills through, the
project, these students’also appear to have been provided more assiStance
in securing employment than non-participating students. While there was -
a significant difference found in these two groups between participants and
non-participants, most students nevertheless responded negatwely to the
question. This finding, together with the responses for the gﬁ her groups
leads to the conclusion that relatively few students in any,g#8lip received
assistance in securing a job. - )

‘ .
.

The results suggest that while the overall program may have had,some
success in stimulating teachers and counselors to be of more agsistance
in helping students find employment, the impact has been marginal in
each specific project sefting. Although it could be concluded that project
impact has been so pervasive throughout the school, thereby eliminating
differences between participants and non-participants, the fact that the
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" la rger frequency of talking about getting further training,

project differences that have been found included instances where cont_riol
group students were selected Trom both within and outside of the pro_'ject
school system tends to suppfort the interpretation of marginal impagt.

A
As migi:it be expected ffom-the relatively small prop.ortioﬁ‘of students who
indicated they were provided assistance in securing a job; andethat
variable,'s general lack of relationship with participation, no.meaningful

) .
relationship to student outcome question responses was found., R

- ‘ - -’
RESEARCH QUESTION THREE, Do participating students receive more
occiipational guidance and counseling during a school year than non- i
articipants? ﬁ% ' ) o .

' Q‘ 3
~ Criteria. The Student Questionnaire for the 9 nd 12th grades contained
five items pertaining to this question, and the Questionraire for. the 12th:
grade contained six additional items, These items are shown in the data tables. -

Comparisons were made between ‘participating and non-participating studentsw
with respect to each of the items, both across all projects and within projeé,t”s.
These comparisons were evaluated by means of the chi-squate test.. In the
sections which followg=the findings for all of the criteria will be presented
first in terms of the across-project dats, followed by the within-project

data. . > ¥ )
o ,
» P

Results Across Projects

- . L

a) Items #43 and #44. The results for these twoﬂ questigls,‘ as shown ‘' = S
in Table 42 indicate no relation.between these indicators and pgrticipation,g ‘
except with regard to the counselors talking to individual students about ho¥' -

to prepare for their future at the 9th grade levels It should be noted that Ve

despite the significant relation with participation, only 33% of the 9th grade p
participants indi¢pted that they had received this treatment (compared to
28% of the non-partjcipants),. Approxima tely half of the 12th graders
,responded affirn%ely. SR

b

b) Items #45 and #46. As shown in Table 43, for.three of the five groups ,

there was a significant relation between participation and affirmative ~ .
~ responses to talking with a teacher individually about the student's future’ / )

work and how t? prepdre for it. FOr each of the indicdtors, more 9th s .

grade participants, more 12th grade Skill Training participants, and more; " )

of the 12th grade Participating Teacher group responded affirmatively than. .’ ¢

. )

the corresponding non-participants. > > . °
- - ¥ - ‘*' R .
c) Itgm #49. Participants at the 9th grade level reported a greater . P y

. fr:equency of meeting with their guidance counselor than non-participants,
Thé diffe rence however, is not great,, with 73% of the participants and .
68% of the non-participants indicating that they met with their counselor
at least once, The only other significant relation found wis for the Par-
ticipating Teacher gro6 ere 90% of‘the participants and 83% of the .
n@n-participants saw their ¢ounselor at least once during the year, These

results are show# in Table ‘ '

.

d) Items #50 a,b,c. The findings indicate that more Skill Training par-
' ticipants have talked with a counselor‘zbout getting a job and about getting

vocational or technical training than the non~participants.. As shown in

Table 44, these were the only two instances of a positive relation between

parficipation and the treatments, It isof interest to note that the Skill . .

Training group repcgrted a smaller freq:.xency‘of talking with a counselor
abeut gettinga job than any of the other three participating groups, and a’

' i - 102 - . ) ( T

, .
. . . -,
) 4217 N . ..

N




! 13
. . -
v ‘
o - ~t
. - v . \
* »
- had =~ .
b . A . - £,
’ ol “ f .
. ~ ¢
. N o N .
PR i % . A o
. ‘ . . ‘ , - . .
) ) : . . uedpudys Jou - su
. : . A VUIPHIUOD JO [DAI] [0 ° IT ULDOYTUSLS = 4x
- * ixm
., - (90 = ryd)
. su su *k ) ¢ - asuesyruBig !
v ™
N 9 ’
'0°00Y 16T | 0°001| 46 |0°00T] 02z 0°00T| €£v | 0°001] 0¥ |0'00T|¥€1 ‘T |O-00T | 192 1, s[eI0L S
bes } oor S s¥ Ly | 1F0S €718 eee’l e1s | e |vres |12g . €29 |ets © ON v
9Ly 16 SIS 0S |6°6Y 6S€ A 14 e | L8y | 622 |9°L2 |€1€ L°2¢, |2ty S3A
: ¢ | ¢ 39Ny Inok 10§ aredayd”
. > ’ : 03"MOY INOQE PIN[T3 WOISUNOD € SEH :bhb#
. s o
s * su . su” ; - aouedpyuSis
0°001| ¥61 0°001g 66 |0°00T | 62 0°00T] 6€¥ | ODOT| SZF [0°OOTEFT ‘T 0°00Y 162 ‘1 |. S{eloL
9°9¢ |74 € ¢ [43 8 8¢ €8¢ | x4 Ivr | 672 Y02 [v99 |6SL 1°€9 144 A ON * @
g9 | €21 L°L9 k|71 127 6°L9 | 862 | 1745 | 1£2 |9°€€ |¥sE 6°9¢ | Liy . " S3IA
’ <« &MIoM aamng anok 4 -,
: . i IN0qe nok 63 PANTEI JO[ASUNOD T SEH gh#
N . . . . . ¢ N -~
.2 N o N s % N E3 N 5 N 7 N, ~ .. st eI Juaunea] |
2 . N 5 < - N . <N d M -\. dN g N . /
[T )‘.a\—mw.w rrpmﬁw.'mw WO N ~——
) . . 3 ﬂw.wnhmy_ Jtis souataadx] XoM WpTID QG i ~ .
] DI OPLEW 5»&»‘4 gt - R - hd dnogo juaprag
° " -‘.”.:,,M Ta u N o T -
, ‘bp pur ¢ suonsIng 105 ‘syoafoy :w.aw \ ”W/wwﬁﬂao.‘o waps A9 “(dN) siurdiopeg-topn pue (J) Quedroraeg uaamyag uospreduwor
. P : 2k 14Vl . - . .
T N . = e
PR . -
* v . ~ . - - -
- . ’ . .
.. .2 - - N ™ N
-r . N . - -W‘.
0 J\ ~ " LT

Q

2

PAruntext provided by enic
S

E



gt T
e
P .
A
. .

- . b 4
. - * ° s .
. . . - - . - ’ *
¢ < .
2 . ,/ H . ”,'
s, i w ‘ .
. . N : A SJF2WBID = “A°D
. jueoryrudys ol = su | B
. . 3JUIPTIUOD JO [IAD] [0 I€ JUeOTFUSIS = 4ok
: DUIPIFUOD JO [IAI] GO ° IT IUTLOTJIUBIS = 4 h
. « . AT
. (807= e (o= a) v . :
' su s, X . *k - ; doueoiudrg
i e M i
] 3 =
07001 /81T |0°001]| 86 0°001] ¥12 |O0°pOT| 8¥9]| O ‘001 ] €+F | 0°001) ¥6€ JO°001 | SEF 00T | 69% |>-001] 921 ‘1]0°00T } S22 ‘1 sfeaol
S°¢S | 001 <19 (02} 1°2s L2¢ [ £ cge| Led o2 ﬂ..o«.. &ST J€°0S | 612 8 .VV/ [0) CAN a4 \oOm 8°1E | 90P , DIM], uTyy WOW =
T2€] 09 S92 92 S°'¢E | 682 |06¢ €SC| L°2¢ Sv1|6i0F | 191 Jev6g | 1Ll [2°oF NI6T |sov | 6s¥ et |o9zs ML, 10 DUO .
rvr| 2 22t 2t vyl €01 L6 €9 | 9741 8. | 0°61 SL Jeot Sv Syl 4 1343 19€ |6°92 " | €¥E’ QUON
. . ‘ , R ‘ . . d
. . ’ $Ieak spp JopIsanod
woé T ; . - N € YIEM 19W oA DATY sowm Auewr MOH :gh#
e o o (60" = tud) (60" = md) | s 20" = tud) : . X
A su . i “  xk - su Hok aoues Uy ! o
A = . hal wV
A ¢ ‘ *
0 00T | 68T J0°00T| (6 0°00T| L1 [0°00T| ¥¥9 |0 00T'|6¥¥ [0°001| 28 fo-o0r| 2¢% |0-0OT| 89% Jo-001 WM«. 1jo-001 | 952} s[eIolL m Mo
<€°¢€9 0zl | 8°6S 8S 219 |6ty [€'2S | LE€ |8°29. |2se [c'ss | 112 Jsvs | g€z |1'6v | os2 ]6°cL mmw// <89 958 ! to. . ON !
S'9¢ 69 2°0oF 6¢€ 8°8¢ 842 |<i°Lib | Lot L LE L1, |€°PY 141 S°'s¥ | 661 6 '0S 8€¢ 1792 | €62 JIxie oov SIAX B
‘ . ° mo._asw anod Joy aredasd —
ﬁ . N P - . /] 03 MOy Inoqe “uﬁnf._o.su.“vu t seHd 9b# .
- . 3 ‘ + . .
e . - "
s - T
(o1 = wd) F1° - wd) (60" = wd) .
su e *h su § ; e ‘aoueoyiulrg
0 001 081 | 07001 L6 0'00T) 8IL ]0°00T| 6%9 [0°00T |6¥F [0°00T | 96€- JO'001]| 28% |0-001| 1% 0001 €€1‘Tf0"00T | Sz2'Y . sfeloL
6 §S SIT | L04S 9s VLS | 21¥ |S°L¥ | 80€ |O°19 44 L Ly | 68T |9°4F | 802 |O°TF €61 |v 92 | 998 |[8°89 LL8 . ON # -
T 1P 8L €y 44 9°2¥ | 90¢ §°2S Ive  JO‘6¢ SLT €°2S |02 [¥°2Ss | 622 |0 6S 8.2 f9-¢€2 | 492 [ £ 86¢€ | SIX
i N - %\ - . . B JHIom amany > !
.. anoA IBAE Nok 03 PadNTEI IYOED] © SBH 1GhH
. N - - e
-~ . N P N % N % N 5% N ] N 3 N (3 N . LI JudURENL
N 4 EAN d 1IN d éN % A
I TGy Groin . r,m - »
Ty ven . Sunmrsl s T aounzandy MO * 2PTID NG ) R4 . W
s P ooeRil . sdnioan juaprag <
| -\\- - - N R 2] f
* - 6V PUt Q¥ 'gp suonsand Jog Psmidafoxg fir ssoudy ‘dnousy juaprig 4q ‘(dN) stuedporpeg-uoy pur () ssurdiofurey usamgag uostnrdwo) o 4
B . T A , v
. : * ¢y ATVL . .
T ; s ; —
’ . N ‘ ' .
. ] . OB
N N ' o | w
.- , v



S°0L
562

vz1
4]

0°¢L.
0°82

2 %9
8°9¢

66¢€
(414

€89
LT1g

v8z

(444

L°¥S
fd 1 4

202
L91

1
S °SS
S ‘vv

€€
L81

1°8S

9L

€92
L81

. pN . Lo - - -2 N . ) N e N
e N Nt S e R S~ * MR N
i . . N ] T L - . R ~ . . 2 v
N - . e . e TR
v ‘ t N ‘ M.l......v :f.., R R
o N . ) ﬁ.-” . X . -- 00t .r“. v/( N - RN vfﬂ
Tt T e T T e ) . /.L A
N \ - ~ 0~ N “ N -
R ¥
AR . T e ] ST, . : e
N - AP Y - - N A T . e 7o .
- . . ‘e B L R Ty - . . .. ’ ~ .
SR N - . modawnﬂuoa. e A N AR
e - ~ e
. 9DUIPIFUOD JO [IAD]-[0 " 3B WEDHIUBIS - 4 AR AN - S LTI
St R s woae ) - n§n~ - . .Tr.. . 1..‘.... v ) Y -
R P - M A S A LT TS ? wan v’ e - .An..f N
AN - [ Ll e -
. - ’ ) . . - aww . Pl . - . .
. (b1 = tyd) . .
-~ . st sa v su Ioueoyusrg . Y - RN, T
- ;
0°00T | 941 0001 0°001 1€9 |0'00T |91% 0'001| 69¢ Y0001 | O2¥ | 0°001| OSSP stezoL 2 N

ON v
SIA

. < ¢Bupreny 4 A
- 1. @ ‘[eoTuyoa3 10 [euonEd0A Surya8 - . - | - T =
“ T
. - -1 . ’ IN0QE PONTEI I0[ISUNOD T SBH : -20GH” . .
su vt su su su T aduedyudyg TUCE -
. ¥ 4 K
0 001 9Lt 0°001 b6 N°00T'y SL9 0°001 €€9 |o00T7 12V | 0°00T| ILE JOo°0OT 1144 0°0Ct 1434 - S[vI0L ) -

¢ 5°62 4] 0°€¢ 1€ 592 GLT | €782 641 |6'62 | 921 |O°'8F | 841 I8 L2 LIT | SZ8E mNA ON . . nh
S°0L i 0°4L9 €9 LTL vsv |1'0L | s6z |o°2s | €61 22z ¥0t 1-S° «ﬁ\l.an ” 7 SIX o Rl _.M‘Y/.

. Yo . = ¢98s100 03-Burh[dde R . -
N . -1, INOQE PINIEI JO[ASUNOD TiSBH 1 'qOSH | . .
e ’ C ’ ) - o s ,
~ " Al su 3 . “su . . o . .

aduroIIudes -

0°001 | 217 [0 001 | 26 0°001 9€9 |0 00T ] €2¥ {O0°0OI] 1.8 [0°0O1 0°00t

: : .. flmel ' .o
- T oz s : Ce e ETET T
. . 9 VL zer |19 | es 9 1L /8% m.nc 2eb [L°S. |02 [S°69 | 852 [6°29 892 | 8°29 s8¢ . - ON R LA S .u.... .
o visz [or |69e | £c¢ {t1'se | eok |¢1-2e | oz [¢rz |eor |5o0e | err |1 e Ja8ST | 2 28 | 69y SdA . 7 . T s 7T
. . .> ) Nd .. ¢ qof & Burnold .
5 . \ |- . INOqT PONITI JO[ISUNOD L SEH ¢ “BOSH :
2 . ~ ‘-
, > N = - ~ 72 N 3 N % N . ; . S
. 7 . =X N L= N aN * Moy THAIKD JusuRTaLL R 5
- R e J, 2. [ERERS) O -
v RECLE T S enly CoSunamrel o ' - 0T
. . - \ N S T o .
- ; 006 2 ‘GOS TS Ssuousay Joj B“J Af T[T s5032\" ‘dnodn Juapmig Aq “(IN) ssurdiprireg-uoN pue () snredid .m..
i . ~ : C . :
~ ’ R PR ATV - - Sy
T ’ 7 ; vy, Y . )
STy a ' AR, - 8 A .
R . pay _ ! - ‘
m [N . l.\\V\ LU i il
Al . . * N . - A
L : o ; - . L - Op
o . e Y — LT . o =):
e x..v.‘ 2/ . . , 4 v N ) . m
- N . “« . . . ~ . o
: . . . e ik . : 5}



Nl e ™
M s
N
o
S
“
LR ~
P
(3
'
”
5
-
.
| I3
T
-
s
Y.
,
.
&
'
.
-

ERIC

JAruitoxt provided by ERic

A

P . : .

4 »

..". 1 e) Items #51 a,b,c. The finding for these items, ShOWY\‘\l in Table 45,
Jindicate that more participants than non-participants in each 12th grade
group except the Counseling group had talked with a teacher individually

.

_than non-participants in the Work Experience and in the Skill Trammg e, T K

- group had talked with a teacher about gettlng vocat{ona'ln or techntcal
training (43 @ and 41%, respethely) (Dn!y in the Pa¥ticipating Teacher
group dld ‘more part1c1pants than non- partlclpants talk w;th a teacher
about app'lymg to college 4%y . o . -

" . p -

Results Wlthln Pro_Lects ' ,

The number of pro_|ects in which a s1gn1f1cant relation was found between
~ participation and each of the 11 specific treatment items is shown in
v Table 46. As indicated,, the frequencxes are very small; in only one
instance does the numbe,r or projects in which there was a significant
<. relation exceed 10% of the ;projects: 9th grade participgnts in 11 of the
42 prOJeCtS (26%) reported meeéting with their counselox; more frequently
_. than did _non- partlclpan:s ‘1t view »f the small frequencnes agbtained,

S a.nalysts tp determine the relation between these findirgs and,student .
L) A]

- Sutcomes: was not. Wa.r'ranted v Vo o LN

.. : ) s oo I
- - PR ; =

. L - . A3
. ~—' \ N A { X
. - ¢ »

- - ’ . . s ’,
Conclusion~ ’ , U . : z

" “The .findings on this research question ixlndicate ‘that participating students
receiwve more occupational guidance and couns{ehng ‘than non-participating
students, but only to a small extent, and that on the 12th grade level it

ears that such treatment cumes more fromg teachers than from counselors,

ESEARCH QUESTION FOUR. Do participating teacher-s encourage students

to consider careers in vocational education? ° i

- o :',

!

! Crite rion, The Pant D leglslatxon prov1des that prorle'cts should, among
other efforts, "motivate and provide professional p,re;‘paratlon for potential
teachers of vocational education.' To obtain an indication of the extent
to which this occurred and fts relationship to the student; responses with .

regard to vocational education as a career chotce, the part1c1pat1ng teache s |

in each project were a[s‘ked "Do you encourage students to go into voca-
tional or technical teaehxng 2 (Teacher Ruestionnaire Item 10),..
Response optxons werg:. ''rarely or never, " "sometimes, " ‘and "often

s -

Results and Conclusion, In Chapter VIII 1t was reported that, ..atzonwxde,
only 12 students cited vocational education as their future’ career
However, when teachers were asked whether they encouraged students

« to go into vocational teaching, 32% of the partlclpatlng high school {eachers

indfcated that they often did so; 48% lndlcated that they did so "'s ometlmes"'
; and 21% responded ''rarely or never, " From these r'eSults it is apparent
that in this 5pecific instance,.teacherrs were not able, to lnﬂueqce the1r
K studepts to any degree, - . oI

. » * 1, ' . *
. ’ . ’ e o .
. . . s "
. . R y

o : C. Other Potential Relatlonshlps

. .
.~ T - y * 5,; .

In the process of search1ng for explanatxons of the vafxatlons in student :outcomes
acqoss student groups and across pro_]ects, the full range of information obtamed
durmg the visits to the fifty projects was analyzed, . This mcluded mformatmn pe
talmng to project staffing patterns, organizational structures, stated obJectlves, :
'and other factors which were discussed in earlier chapters of this repOrt Patte:;ns
thch distinguished projects on the basis of the student outcome questlons dld niot

iembrge .as a result of this review and analysis. . \,,f ' "g - -«

"~ ’ S ' A Lo

"; '.’_;' o - 106- . : e \
sox T : ’ e
N L B ?'? o

' about getting a job (between 42% and 61%) -and that more participants. e
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N [RR e - . B L et & el
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In addrtxon to this analysis, the responses to the questrons asked of partlcxpatrng
teachers and counselors and of non-participating teachers were analyzed. The
results of this analys is also did not produce patterns which served to explain the
student outcomes reported in Chapter VIII. It was found, for example, that bgth
across projects and on a project-by-project basis most counselors did not indicate
they had extensive experience outside the school system which would assist them
in placing students in jobs. While this corresponds logically with the student
responses md\catmg that they received relatively little assistance from school
personnel in securmg employment, there was no re1atxonsh1p between the projects
in which several of the counselors indicated that they did have such out-of-school

i
i

experience and those in which significantly more participating than non- -participating

students indicated that they had been assisted by schéol personnel or those in

which participants i.dicated more favorable attitudes toward work, '
*

Similarly, results of comparing counselor and teacher responses with respect

to the extent of in-service training in career education to various .

student. outcome indicators did not provide explanations fo?- the variations in project
outcomes, In fact, ‘the results of comparing responses of participating and non-
Ypar’ticipating 6th grade teachers suggested that, in termg of the use of community
resources, in-service training in carccr education, the importance of including
career education in the school curriculum, and most other responses which might
be related to career familiarization outcomes, there was surprisingly little differ-
ence between the two groups of respondents. .

. { *,
« Y *

i .
There was a signific'ant difference, however, on one indicator which may at least
suggest an explarnation for some of the difference between participating and non=
participating 6th gr:?ixe rs across projects, Both participating and non-partic‘ipating
teachers were aske whether they "have a written curriculum guide for including

.

career education in Your classes ?" In response to this item 22% of the non-
part1c1patmg as compared to 62% of the participating teachers indicated that they

had prepared such arguxde.

“While on the one hapd the difference between the two

°

.groups in the response to this item may be rel4ted to the generally positive out-

. comes of part1c1patmg 6th graders, the fact that 22% of the non-participating
teachers also had a currxculu.m guide '"for including career education' in their
classes is perhaps the more important finding, It suggests that in some cases the
lack of observed dxfferences may have been thc result of efférts on the part of s
both state and project staff to persuade teachers xiot participating in a Part D

,,ap"o_;ect to infuse career education concepts into their currlcu.la Given the .

a pattcrn which dld eme rge, however, thete is some indication that other factors
may ‘have been operating.

Since neither the analysis of specific responses from teachers and counselors nor
the analysis of various factors associated with project management and operations
provxded meaningful, explanations for the findings, an additional analysis was )

ried out in which projects containing the bulk ef the positive findings were com-
pared to all projects.in terms of the number of students served in each group and
the changes in these numbers over time, This analysxs‘xs described below,

- . ,

As indicated previo%s ly, the answers to several questions were to gerve as
indicators of the extent to which student outcomes consistent with Part D legislative
intent were produced, S§ix questions served as indicators at the 6th grade level '
and nine served at the other levels, For purpose‘s of this analysis answers to a
questioh werc consiflered favorable with regard to the Part D legislative intent if
for at least one indifator-of that question participants did significantly better than
non-participants, he @9ults of thxs analysxs for each student group are discussed

in the following sections,
a - 5

A
'
]
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Elementary Level

At the sixth grade levél, student'data comparing participating to nogaparticipating
students were obtained in forty-five projects. Table 47 indicates the|number of
projects in which different flumbers of outcome questions showed: ‘mozye favorable
responses Ry the partxcxmnts From the table, it can be seen, fbr exbmple, that
in one project participants did significantly better than non-participants in five out

. - of the six quqstxons - - \ % -
N ¥ [ .
. ! | \
[ 0 . T 2 m
| TABLE 47
NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUES’I’IONS ON WHICH
SIXTH GRADE PARTICIPANTS SCORED SIGNIFICANTLY BETTEPT .
: THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS z oo
, . Number Percefit Percent of-
. 3 ) of . of Favorable | , .
L__l}‘ixmber of Questions Projects Projects Answers
0 ’ , 16% 36% --
1 12 27% 20%
’ 2 T i 16% ~ 23%
, 3 ) ) ., 6 13% 30% ¢
4 3 7% = 20% .
5 3 1 ) 2% 8%
6 . '. 0 0% ! -
g —— . —— ——
. 7 Total 45 100% 100%
* In 2 projects the particip’m;:ts and non-participants sampled were not equivalent in ethnic comp;dtion.
- R4 /\‘ .
o 3 %
A -
" As: Table 47 Shows, there were no, positive student outcomes in 36% of the -
., L p_*ro_)ects.' Part1c1pants did better than non-participants on three or more of =
the ;8ix ‘study questions in- teﬁ or 22% of the projects., These projects acgounted
for 58% of ‘the favorable answe rs found, For purposes of analysis the average
. number of elementary schobl participants in these ten prOJects was compared
- . . to the | average number of elementary school participants in.the total gr\oup of,
» -:;:‘ 45 projects, It was found that for each year the ave rage number of students
3 was substantlally lower for the 10 projects than for the total group of projects,
. ‘As shown in Table 48, during the first project year these ten projects repxlrted .
) t

a per project.average of participants that was 19% below the average for
total group, They were 26% and 22% below the total group!s average in theé
second and_ third year, respectlvely,

. .
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| ! . TABLF 48 ’ )
! COMPARISG}}S:I\ OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF SIXTH GRADE PARTICIPANTS N
P PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE FOR THE 10 MOST FAVORABLE
°, PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR v
h)
- ‘é" “Average Enrollment <. ,
Reporting Category PY I PY II PY I
All projects: . A <
Average Number of Elementary . -
Participants /Project ’ 1709 1977 2512
10 Most Favorable Projects:
Average Number of Elementary . >
Participants /Project 1390 146¢ 1958 .
| , Difference ' 319 511 554
«Percent Fewer Participants in | i \ »
LlO Most Favorable Projects 19% 26% 22%
2, . Junior High School Level , . -
* .~
Test results were obtained in 42 projects at the juhior high school level, As

indicated previously, there were nine research questlons serving as indicators *
of student outcomes 4t this level, The result of comparmg part1c1patmg -

~ students to non-participating students (shown in Table 49) reveals that in 15 of
the°42 projects (36%) there were no positive dutcomes. Participants scored
.higher than non-participants on three or more of tk research questions in 10
projects (24%).. This accounts for 64% of the favorable answers found, Com- ‘
parison of the average number ofjunior high scheol participants in the ten =

~ most favorable projects with the hverage reported for all projects,as ‘ <A
Shown in Table 50, reveals that the average for the 10 fnost favorable projects -
was substantially lower than the average for all projects. The 10 most faverable
projects averaged 61% fewer junior high participants per project than did all
projects the first year. For the second and third year these 10 projects were
57%and 50% below the average reported for all projeets.

. - s * T
' .
TABLE 49
NUMBER:.OF, PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS ON WHICH
NINTH GRADE PhRTICIPANTS SCORED SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER
' THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS .
; 4(' ., Number Percent ’ Percent of
- of o of - . Favorable
Number of Questions Projects Projects Answers
0’ ' 15% 36% -
1 ' 11 26% 17%
2. 6 14% - 19%
3 4 10% 19%
’ 4 37 7% 19%
.5 2 ' 5% 16%
6 . 1 2% = 10%
7 or moRe: 0 0% ==
Total 42 100% 100%

¢ In one project the participants and non-participants were not equivalent in ethnic composition.

- 124 ;
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TABLE 50 . Lo
¢ COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF%TH GRADE PAR;.TICIPANTS
PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE OF THE 10 MOST FAVORABLE
. PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR '
! N Average Enrollment ,
PY 1 , PY I —PY I
All Projects: ] "~ o
Average Number of Junior !
High Participants /Project T 1215 1416 - 1611
10 Mbst Favorable Projects: - ¢
Average Number of Junior High . ' 4P
Participants /Project )y 474 612 . 806
b \;_r hd —
f ‘ Difference . 741 804 805
Percent Fewer Participants in . :
LIO Most Favorable Projects 61% 57% 50%
3, Senior High Level .
¥ wt oot
a) Work Experience Group - .

'

At the senior high school level thére were 19 projects for which comparisong
between participating Work Experience students and non-participating Work
Experience students were made, Differences between participants and non-
participants were observed on seven outcome ,questions. As can be seen in
Table 51, seven, or 37% of the projects accounted for all of the favorable
answers found. ..

- ®

.

3

TABLE 5i
. A S . *
NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS°ON WHICH
% 12TH GRADE WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS SOCRED -
SIGNIFICANTLY BETTZR THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS

Numbe r Percent » Percent of
. of of Favorable
Number or Questidéns ’ Projects Projects ' Answers
..0 12 63% -

1 1 5% 6%
2, [ T ¥ S— 38%
3. o3 16% { 56%

4 or more 0 __(_)_% ’ . o v

100% 100%

-




-3

. , g N
t .
These "seven projects reported an average number of 'Sﬁrt;glpants per project’

that was smller than the average for all projects. This i¥ shown in Table 52. t
An average of 8% fewer participants in the 7 most favorable pro_]ects than in *
all projects was found in the first year, There were 15% fewer in the second

year, and ’21% fewef in the third year, = € ! h
> ‘ _ e
TABLE 52 )
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF 12TH GRADE WORK EXPERIENCE '
PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE FOR THE 7 MOST FAVORABLE .
PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR
a Average Enrollment
i "PYI PY II PY III

All Projects:

Average Number of Work

Experience Participants / B

Project 84 110 128

= RN
Most Favorable Projects: “ - ’\Q
‘ Average Number of Work ) .
Experience’Participants / . ) .
Rffoject . 11 - " 94 101
N N i 1 -— g
Difference 7, 16 27 .
: Percent FeweI:,Participants . . .
in ¥ Most Favorable Projects 8% 15 21% ¥
b) Skill Training Group o : YU

Of the 14 proftsgt{:kf\or which comparison data were available, skill training -
participants scdged better than non-part1c1pants on one question in six pro_]ects
In eight projects

on any outcome variable,
\

hese data are shown in Table 53,

% " .

\ N

ill Traiking participants did not do better than non-part1c1pants

Wy
. \
T TABLE 53 - \
NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS IN WHICH .
12th GRADE SKiI RAINING PARTICIPANTS SCORED SIGNIFICANTLY
BE'TTE,R THAN.NON-PARTICIPANTS i
. . Number Percent " Percent of
) of ~ of Favorable
Number of Questioks - Projects Projects Answers
’ ~ . A .
0 i - % 8 51% -
1 . ' 6 43% 100%
2 or more . 0 _0% 0%
i 14 100% 100%




. A comparison of the average number of Skill Training participants per projett
in those six projgcts where a favorable answer was found with all projects
reveals a considerable difference. As shown in Table 54, in those projects *
with a favorable answer, *the average number of participants per project is
much higher than the overall average of Skill Training partxcxpants per project,

<

. V 7 e * . - N

\ TABLE 54 , o
: COMPAR JSON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF 12TH GRARQE SKILL TRAINING
PARTICIPANTS PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE EOR THE
% 6 MOST FAVORABLE PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR

e g ,
- . Enrollment p
’ .3 o 3 . 0 PY I PY 11 - BY T )
All Projects: ’ ) v oo N A
Average Number of Skill .« ; k

~ Training Participants /Project 338 408 355,

Average Number of Skill Training
Participants for § Projects with

-, Favorable Findings / . 564 7“10{ 735

J ~
7_)14 Differench 226 332 2 380

* | Percent More Participants inT
/

Favorable Projects . 67% 81% " 107%

:‘, , 1

~ .
®

The six favorable projects averaged 67% more Sk;ll Training participants per
pro_]éct than the overall project average for the first year, The difference .
bétween these six and overall project averages increased each program year P
, with the six projects having an 81% higher average the second year and a 107%
' hxgher average the third year, This enrollment trend is even more Strlklaj,
in view of the fact that for the three years th(i ave rage number of Skill Tr ing ’
participants over all projects increased only 5%, while for these six projects
the number of such participants increased by 30% during the same threé-year °
period, -

¢) .Participating Teacher Group ’ t .

>

There were 23 projects for which comparison data between the 12th grade

Participating Teacher group participants and non- participants were reported, °
- Table 55 indicates the number of projects by number of outcome questions on
which participants scored significantly better than non-participants-
Particdipants did  sighificantly better than non-partitipants with
respect to one or more of the outcome questions in 13 projects, or 57% of the
total, ‘In addition, five of the projects (22%) contained 70% of the favorable

fmdmgs L , .
. - ) N
N - -
> h '
L] ’ °
L] * .
- o
.
¢ . ) -
. L R
’ {
\‘1 » - ]13 - o
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TABLE 55

v

NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF OUTCOME QUESTIONS IN WHICH

12TH GRADE PARTICIPATING TEACHER GROUP SCORED
SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS

&

" . R Nurhber Percent Percent of
. ¢ of of Favorable

Number of Questions Projects Projects Answers

0 ) 10 43% . --

1 8 .35% 30%

2 1 4% 7%

3 1 4% 11% ]

4 2 9% 30%

5 . 0 - -

6 . 1 4% 22%

7 or more ' 0 0% _— .

. —_—
Total 23 100% 100%

The average number of students in the 12th grade Participating Teacher group

did not noticeably incr~2se or decrease during the three year ternf of

¥part D

program support. However, for the five most favorable projects the average

number of students per project increased 153% over the three year period. As
shown 1n Table 56, the average number of participants in these projects was 61%,

23%, and 1% fewer than the average for all projects in year I, II, and 1II,-

O

respectively. .
g LI 4
' { =
. " : — . 1] B
z - <
' TABLE 56 -
' COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF 12TH GRADE PAR'%ICIPATING *
* . TEACHER PARTICIPANTS PER PROJECT TO THE AVERAGE ,FOR
R .5 MOST FAVORABLE PROJECTS, BY PROGRAM YEAR
» . ) Average Enroliment
Reporting Category PY I PY II , PY II
| All Projects:. - o . : .
Average Number of Familiarizat}gn -
Partidipants /Project - 675 o 685 ., 673
ﬂ R Average Number of Familiarization . '
- Participants for 5 Most Favorable ) ) )
’ ' Projects o 263 528 666
. .\ v/ . ’ P o N S
. * Difference 41% 157 . / 7
. N 4 - .
Percent Fewer Participants in Most ~ ‘ < T
Favorable Projects X 4 61% 23% 1%
—~ - L “»
3 J .
' . Vad i ' “
. , o -
o - 114 -
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. The five projects reflect a patte rn_of student participation which is signilar to

< the overal] pattern found at the elementary and _]umor high school levels, . This,
however, Ys not the case for the total group of pro_]ects having 12th grade
stuuents in the Participating Teacher group. :

. -, - ¢
- 3

d) Counseling Group

¢

There was one project #n which 12th grade counseling group participants did

better with‘rx‘espe(_:t to one re’search question, Analysis produced no signifi- .
cant insights with respect to this area, > .
. i
) . !
: D. Summagy*and Conclusions v '

The findings presented relative to the program treatment questions estab-
lished at the stfart of the study indicate that, with zespect to the overall analyses of
projects, projects tended to provide participating students with significantly more
classroom experiences conceptually associaied with career education and occupa-
,tional familiarization student outcomes than were provided non-participants. In
practice., however, no relationship was found beyond the lev of chance between . .
student responses regarding these treatments and student outcome results, S1m11arly’,
, no relationship between responses of counse;ors and teachers and student outcomes
presumed to be associated with these resppp‘ses could be cleai’ly estabusned
’ Q ' ‘
The search for explanations did, however, reveal that a relationship exists
between the scope of the pro_]ects in termsof number of participants and measures
of student outcomes, Spe?lflcally,
. Al ¢
e at the 6th grade and at the 9th grade, the average number of students served
by the 10 projects with the greatest number of favorable student outcomes
was less than the ave rage number served by all pro_]ectS' '
’ "
e for the Work Experience group, the average number of students served by "o .
the seven projects with significant outcomes was less than the average
number served by all projects; N . N

1]

fcf the Shill Training group, the average number of, students se rved by the
six projectst*with significant outcomes was consx {ably greater than the -
ave rage number served by all projectsf and ,
o for the Participating Teacher group the average numb?r of students served
by the five projects with the greatest number of favgrable student outcomes
increased 153% from Year Ito Year III, compared with no net change us the
average number gerved by all projects, ,

.
'
. 1

These findings will be related to cost information in the next chapter in an effort to
furkher explain thc results. , . .



CHAPTER X: ‘COST ANALYSIS

A, ﬁtroduction

Ll . .
. In Chapter V, project budget and expenditure infom&h{ was used to describe and r t
- compare the planned federal inputs to the inputs that acfuMly occurred during the -
three-year term of the first round of the Part D program, From that data it was
concluded that for most projects the inputs did not occur at the level planned. - N

- b

Another use of cost data is as an indicator of effectiveness or efficiency when com-
paring programs or performance over time, [n this chapter, additional cost data

is preiented and analyzed in an effort to develop furthér insights relative to program
efficiency and effe ctivieness, . PR

BN

In recent years cost'analysis techhiques, especially with regard to gducational -
programs, have become mcreasmgly;;ophxstxcated Théy all have as thexr purpose,
however, provxdmg data which permits managers, planners, and pohcy makers to .
¢ compeare alternatives and make decisions concerning the best use of L~
resources based upon past performance, The following discussion does not rely
on any one technidue of cost analysis, cost-effectiveness, or cost-benefit analysis’
Rather, it is an attempt fo provide, for management, planning, or policy making
purposes useful information concerning the three-year performance of Part D

projects with regard to program costs, y
N - o ’ B i N . \ ¢

Attempts to sccure useful cost data during the field tests of mstru.. ents and proce-

| dures revealed that adequate cost data were ditticult to acquire in many mstances ’, -
"‘1{’ v Several factors were involved: 4 . ) -
. , : Ty
. ¢ Many projects did not use buaget-expenditure data as a management tool’

.on a regular basis, ‘aLhis resulted in program staff frequently being un-
familiar with budgettand expenditure issdes,

¢ Grantees usually were not able to break out the costs of a given acfivity
¢ Grantees frequently had difficulty describing funds from local sources Fthat
s were applied to suppoit project activities,
. -
e Grantees frequently could not clearly describe project activities or ) { .
, participants, . - 7

Because of thesc problems, cost data were sought in two simplified forms. Budgetand
expendituic data were sought according to the categories contained in the USOE
Sample Budget contained in the publication of Instructions and Procedures for .
Proposing and Conducting Part D Exemplary Programs, It was felt that this type
i of data would be relatively uniform across projects and easy to obtain sipce this -

was the format utilized by the grantee in requesting funds and by USOE ,in granting -
them, It was expected that most grantees 'either would have mformatlon in this

. form or could develop it in this form with little difficulty, “Summaries of ‘this infor-

{ s+ ‘mation were presented in Chapter V. In addition, in order to make comparisons .
across projects, it ®3as decided to attempt to secure expenditure information by ine

* seven activity areas being studied. ) ) . . 1

ERIC 4 .
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As notéd earlie’r, there was wide variation in activities from one project to another
and definitions of activiti®s and/or participants frequently were quite vague. Based
upon trie results of the field tests, it was concluded that activity cost data would, of '
necessity, be based on estimates provided by project and grantee staff, Further, N
it was concluded that the level of detail sought with'respect to activity costs would
havé to be limited to two broad categories: pcrsonnel costs and other costs. These
data were sought for each year of project operation on a program year basis.._As
expected, the projects spent the great bulk of the Part D funds for personnel.
Since this pattern was similar for all projects, this chapter largely focuses on data
for the actxvxt‘y areas utilizing total costs within each activity area. :
R ‘ .
B. Findings:.Cost in Relation to Project Activities

Overall budget and expenditure data were reported in Chapter v (see Table 7).
brief, that Chapter pointed out that 39 prdjécts reported that they underspent the).r
first year budgets by an average of 19.2% per project. For the second year, 38
projects réported an average underexpendzture of 16.0%, and for the final program
year the underexpendxture ayeraged 12. 1% for the 1% underexpending projects.

- )
In addition to overall budget and e:;pend).ture da§ projects were asked to provide
an estimate on the cost of project activities in térms of the geven activity areas
outlined in the legislation. Forty- three of the fifty prOJects studied (88%) provxded
these estimates. - >

The estimates are presented in Table 57 by activity 4ea for each of the three years
of Part D funding support. Activity costs are expressed as a percentage of the
total Part D expenditures for the program year. This presentatmn format was
adopted whsn review and analygis revealed that many pro;ects were not able to
pmvxde dollar estxmates - .

N -~ - .
-
- « ’

1. Elementary Activities (Grades '1-6)

Thirty-eight projects reported elementary ac’ti:/il:y expenditures in their first
program year. Tkese projects reported an average percentage equaling 28. 8%,
of their Part.® expend1tures for these activities. The 40 projects reporting |
elementary activities expenditures in the seécond year spent an average per-
centage.of 24, 8%. 0 In the third year, the 35 projects reporting elementary,
expenditures repdrted spendmg an average percentage of 24.5% of Part D .
expendxtures on activities at this level. * °

~

- s

' Four of fortthhree projects providing activity cost estimates for the first
program year reported no expend).ture of Part D monies for elementary activi-
ties. Of these four, one reported second year expenditures for leftnentary
acthtxes and one ‘eported such expenditures for the third prog year. ‘The
remaining two reported no elementary school activities during the three-year
term of Part D funding. Ohe projéct reported expendxtures for elementary

N acthtzes during the first two program years but not the third. It was the only
reportmg project where experrdxtures were terminated' once initiated. -
Table 58, page 121 ,compares the average percent of the total Part 1'.} project
cost‘reported for elementary school activities by programyear and the average
number of elementary school participants per project. Seven of the fifty projects
did not report expenditure data by activity area. An inspection of the number of
participants, total annual budget and expendjture data,’and other available
information mdxca.te that the averages presented here are an accurate reflection
of average proportxonal project cost for these activities.

. , \ o

* The lower number of projects reporting eleg;entary activity expenditures in the third year is amibutetﬁo fewer projtct;
1

reporting for this year tather than a- lower el of elementary activity.

»

N o - 117 - | .
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. ;7 TABLE 58 %
COMPAR{sgN OF /ELEMENTARY ACTIVITIES VERSUS cosrs PO

© -

, ' Program Program - Program -

- P . - .

. . . © Yeurl Year I *f Year I -

' .
© Average Percent of Total P:xrt p 28.8°~° 24 8 24,5, .| b ’ '

Projects (};\g - - o i e o - v
. e . ) s
Average Numpber of Elementary ot o P . LI

- .
Participants per Project )/Hf ng R PR g
et per el " ~ | -

¢
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': . 'p];omct.'g‘rear and.no elementary school participants for that year

2, Junior H1gh School Activities (Grades 7-9) !

. juniorhigh schoolactivities. The average percentahe spentonthese activities for thoﬁe

" were devoted to junior high school activitigs the fir

. of junipr high school participants for each' year of Part D support,

- L.
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As xndxcated in_t¥e table, du.rma 'the thxr,d(a::pro_]ects reported that 24 5% .
of the Part D funds wel:e’devoted to.elémentary school activities, ‘On the ‘other .
}ﬁnd, ementary.school part1c1pants accounted for 51, 9% of the to£a1 rumbe r ,
. _-Uf Parb D parfxclpan,ts in-afl pro_]ects S i

,,.«r,«‘,,,w_—~ e
P

- -~ - &

SIX pro)gcts MOrte‘d elementary schogl act1v1ty expenditures dunng .the first
This may be
-~ cxplamed in part, by the nature of the start-up activities employed by the . ’
" projects, Thése projects reported that the first program year was dévoted to

<urriculum fdevelopment material development, and staff development and .

training, One project reported that high initial staff turnover was also a ' 7

f; ctor in; the lack of student involvement the f1rst year, ,; ’ .

. .
’ / ¢

Table 58 clea}'ly ,shows that with each year proportional costs decreased while ,';
partlcmpants increased. Part of the increase in part1c1pants is accounted for .

“\by pfo_]ects ‘whichled previously reported expenditures. fov planning and start-up
‘:purposes/énd were now reporting participants, Th1s ;s particularly true for ,, | J
the first year/second year figures. The third year ftgures on the other ‘hand, e
appear to reflect greater ef£’1c1ency in the de11very of | program services, -,° S

.
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From Table 57, it can be seen that 34 pro_yects reported first year costs for Wil
¥, . rep@rting was 29, 3% of the total Part.D pro_)ec ost,
reported second year junior high school actlvybigs:' at an average
‘percentage of 31.\0%. For the final ye{a. ;36 projects reported expending .
an average of 27. 6% of:their , total project cost’ a the junior high school level
while serving 33, 5% of all thlrd year, pro_]ect/pa\tmxpa.nts o s,

Thlrw-mne projects = .| ..-

Eight of the projects providing activity, cost‘esttmates indicated that novt:\.inds -
year, Three of these

did not indicate expenditures. dur1ng the second year, One pro_]e}:t indicated . .
expenditures in this act1v1ty area, for the final year only, ahd tv O projects »

reflect no junior high activity costs for all three years, One project reported

costs only in the second year. X e . .", ,
- £ / »
§
Table 9 compares"‘t‘he average cost of junior h1gh school act1v1t1es expressed
as"a percent: of the total pro_]ect coﬁt (Part D funds oniy) to the average number
§ S
‘ . " : e
. ., Y ' ’ )




TABLE

COMPARISON OF ]UNIOR HIGH SCHOOL ACTIVITIES VERSUS

59

ﬁzs'
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Program
- Year ]

Program
Year II

Program
Year III

Average Namber of Participants per Project

Average Percent of Total Part D, Project Costs.|,

29.3%
1,215

31.0%
1,416"

27.6%
1,611
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As was the case with elementary acthtle;, there was an increase in the average
number of participants per Prcs]ect fo.;“eaq.h‘pf the three years of Part D support.
Proportional costs did increase slightfy id libe second year but in the third year
decregsed below the first year level. Th;«s ‘pattern also appears- to reflect the _

"effect of both planning and start-up costs, ln{early years and program efficiency )

-'in the thixd year. - -

’0
Senior ngh School Acthtw.es (Grades 10 ‘—.712)
Of the 43 projects reporting‘coét estimateé" 39 reported first year senior
high school activity costs. Table €0, below, mdlcates the average Part D
cost of all high school activities as a percent of the total Part D project

cost, The average number of hlgh school partu:xpants per pro_]ect is also
shown ln the table,

3
e
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TABLE 60 .
COMPARISON OF THE TOTAL SENIOR HIGH $CHOOL ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS
R I'4 Program Program Program
Year 1 Year II Year 11T
. t .
.| Average Percent ofsTctalPart D Projegt Costs 42.1% 442% 47.9%

Average Number of Participants per Project 552 668 723

L ¢
)

' éffort are 6‘}scussed on the following page. ‘

Senior high participants accounted for 14, 7% of the total third year Part D
project participants. However, senior high school activities were feported
to have accounted for 47.8% of the total Part D project costs.

2

Unlike the elementary and junior high levels, béth the percentage of costs and
participants increased yearly for the high schooz‘!level Thus, it appears that
high school activities involved relatweﬁ.y fewer planning and start-up costs and
the addition of new participants was fully funded. In addition, it wonld appear
that program effxcxenc1es did not occur at the h1gh school level.

These data’ would suggest that in general the ,three year experience with
res?ect to elementary level programn‘fnn and junior high level programming
was{ similar and that both,varied conmdejably from the overall three year
expéerience at the high school level. The_‘ components of the high school
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High Schodl Work Experience Activities

,\a) : . .
/‘ RN

High schodl participants_accounted for almost 15% of all Part D partici-
pants during the third year, " Dfiring that same year, high school work
experxence participants were reported to represent 8, 4% of all high school

articipal s, or 1, 2% of total participants. R
P P P P

Projects reporting work experience activity costs reported that on the
avetage 16, 9% of the projects' Part D expenditures were devoted to these
activities the first year, 17. 5% was reported for the second year, and

19. 5% the final year, (See Table 6], below, ) The projects reporcing work
experience participants reported an average of 84 per project for the first
year, 104 the second year, and 128 the third year.

. ’ P
.

Py

TABLE 61
COMPARISON OF WORK EXPERIENCE ACTNITIES VERSUS COSTS

Program . Program Program
Year [ Year II Year II1

Average Percent of Part D Project Cost 1 ov16.9% 17.5% 19 5%
A\%crage Numbet of Pasticipants per Project 84 110 128

v

" *. (
From Table 57, it can be seen that considerable variation exists in the
percent of Part D funds devoted to work experience activities, Frequently,
this variation is due to the dature of the activities included in the work °*
experience component, Some projects were able to e:fpafnd pre-existing
work experience activities to include project participants or tu meet project
needs. Others attempted to utilize personnel on a limited basis to provide
work experience opportunity for a limited number of participants. These
projects typically did not report wik experience costs exceeding 10% of the
total project costs. Some projects employed work expertexgce coordinators
, or job placement specialists on a full-time basis to implement the project
work experience componeht. Where this occurred, the projects reported

work expenence activity costs that ranged from 15 ta 25% of tne total
pI‘OJe O:ts. .

-

One ormect included intensive skill training and counseling as an
integral part of the work expe rience component, All participants were

provided with all treatments and no other students were involved in the
project even in a limited way. As would be expected, this intensive
approach was also relatively exXpensive, and this project reported the*
highest percent cost of work experience %qttvttles of the projects studied
(89. 3%), , -, ‘ % .. .
With, only two exceptgons _projects reporting costs for work experience
'~acfw1ty did so for all three years; all of them ;eported such costs for the
final two years. The three year trend shown in Table 61 indicates that
"- + projects devoted a slightly larger pe rcent of their total budget ?o work
‘, expeiicnce activities and tended to invalve rﬂore students in these activiticz
each year. This reflects the overall trend for all high school activities.

Pl

+
[

s
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High School Job Entry Skill Training . .

5 . .
A total of 22 projects reported Part D job entry skill training costs as
part oftie total Part D project costs. These projects reported that
skill training activities accounted for an average of 21% of the first year
Part D project costs; 17, 6% of second vear costs, and 13, 6% of third
year costs. Table 52 compares the average percentage of costs by year
to the average number of skill training participants for the same period.

<

”» h Y . . i

TABLE 62
COMPARISON OF SKILL TRAINING AUTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS

Program
Year 1

Program
Year i1

Program
Year II

] Average Percent ;f Total Part D costs

Average Number of Participants per Project

21.0%

338

17. 6%

408

13.6-

355

e

<)

by

.

\ by participating teachers,

' During the third year, skill training participants comprised 19. 8% of’all

high school participants in the projects studied and 2. 9% of all participants.
As can be segn from t}}e table projects repor};g\d shat skill training activities
accounted for progressively smaller percentages of the total project costs
while the average number of skill traiming particitpants remained much the
samie between the first year and the third, with a slight increase during
the.second vear.

As indicated by the reported activity costs, skull training activities, where
they were undertaken, tended to be three year efforts. Only two projects
reporting costs indicated these costs for fewer than three years; one for
the final two project years, ind the other for only the last project year:
Senior nglx/School Familiarization Through Infusxon by Participating
Teachers "/ . :

Over one-half of the third year high school participants (53. $%) were
involved in occupational famliarization.or orientation activitfes provided

This represents 7. 8% of all repojfted third
year participants, ’ .
Thirty-one projects reported hig’h* school participants in this treatment
area, Of these, 29 provided activity cost estimates. &rom the informa-
tion provided it was found that these activities constituted an average of
16 6% of the total first yeax‘ Part D costs. For the second year the figure
wd's found to be 15. 3% and for the third year it was 20, 5% of the total,
From Table 63, below,. it can be seen that the average number of studentsq
remained s.tableL o’v:er the three project years.

. -

. ‘:‘ >

\ i \
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TABLE 63

COMPARISON OF F AMILIARIZATION ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS -

.

o -

Program
Year 1

Program
Year 1

Program

Year IiI .

-~

v

Average Percent of Total Part D Costs )

Averzge Number -of Pagticipants per Pxojeét

16, 6%
75

15. 3%
685

20. 5%

673°
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,increase occurring between years one and two,

The three-year trend indicates essentially no change in the average number
of participants fybm year to year. During that period, projects indicated
an overall increase in the average percent of total expenditures devoted to
high school familiarization activities .with the second’year being slightlvy
beldw the figure reported for the first year. c

-~

3

It was observed earlier that with four exceptions the work experience L
and skill training activity costs tended to be reported for the full three'"
year period of Part D support, High school familiarization activities
provided by teachers, however, tended to follow the more variable pattern
evidenced at the elementary and junior high levels. Five of the projects re-
porting elementary activity costs in this area reported no costs in the first
year, Two of these indicated third year costs only, This would suggest .
that projects required more in the way of start-up time for familiagization
activities at all levels than for work experience and skill trai_ﬁmhies.
This is at least in part explained by the newness of the familiarization
activities; projects reported that to impl€ment these activitixjes required
devoting considerable time and résources to planning, material and
curricula development, and staff-training, Work experience programs

ang job entry skill training programsl';n\%}v/ere frequently included in
the traditional curriculd, didnot requité as much fime for these prepara-
tory activities. Thus, 'projects were able to expand or "'buy into"
ongoing skill training or work expérience effarts, and required little by
way of start-up and development costs, .

High School Occupétional Counseling and Guidance Activities

] ' . . ‘
Eighteen projects- répov‘téd third year expenditures for high school level
occupational counseling'and guidance activities, Participants in these
‘activifies represented 14, 3% of the total third year high school participants

_and 2, 1% of all the third year Part D participants. As shown in Table 64,

projects reported that both costs and participants for counseling and
guidance activities gradually increased each year with the greatest

¢ S

; - p—— -
TABLE 64 * %

COMPARISON OF COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES VERSUS COSTS

Program ‘ Program Program
Year 1 " Year Ii Year Iii
i
t. - 3
Average Percent of Total Part D Costs o115 13.2¢1 * 14, 3% P s
Average Number ©f Participants per Projecr. : 427 I 597 625 .

al

E

Y

Q
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Some grantees were foundto }/ave émployed new personnel to initiate occupa-
tional guidance or placement activities, Some projects emphasized

. . ° . ~ . .
occupational guidance at the high school level as opposed to infusion
activities, The'se‘projects tended to,repdrt higher proportional cost< fofr
these activities than other projects, Generally, these projects are the
orfes reporting counseling and guidance costs in excess of 15% of the total

s

project costs\. . ’
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Several projects attempted to involve the regular counseling staff in '
occupational guidance or-in group careér education activities, This - .
approach was usually aimed at involving greater numbers of guidance
personnel than the approaches described above. Projects taking this .
approach tended to report lower costs, i,e., 5 to 10% of the total

budget, N

Other Project Activities "

3

‘ [ N N
Nineteen projects reporteg“significant project activities tha could not i

be described as belonging to any of the above act1v1ty areas, Some 3, 9% ? )
of the total high school level participants were involved in these activities,
This represents 0, 6% of the total third year Part D participants, .

Of the 19 projects, there were five which reported activities directly
treating students, - These activities cost an average of 88, 6% of the 1
total project costs the first project year, For these projects the \
sécond year costs averaged 81, 8% and averaged 79, 0% the final year, ('\ !
In each of the projects the activ1ti’és related to the creation of an

altei':natwe high school setting for dropouts, potential’ dropouts, or. "
individuals whose educational needs were not being met by the traditional . .
educational delivery system, ' . N .

From Table 65 it can be seen that the numbeér of participants per year for
these activities was low in four of the five proje&s, and that their cost wasg
a much greater proportion of total project costs than for the high school
activities reported earlier. The relatively high costs are explained by the
unique nature of these activities. They were innovations that could -

not easily tie into vngoing activities, and they were carried on in a

setting outside that of the traditional educational delivery system, Thus,
they were not amenable to the use “of regularly employed ‘gran/tee staff

on a part-time basisz, They were also corpprehensive in nature,
attempting to meet the total educational needs of the participants inyolved,
For these reagons, they were i'elatwely expensive when compared to
‘other Part D ivities, .

.

A

: TABLE 65

. "OTHER" PROJECT ACTIVITIES ! ~

Comparison of Participants to Percent Cost of Aétlvity, by Project

ProjEcl:
1 Im - 1l v \4

.

~ B -

Project Year I: Y . L : . - SN

. -

»

Project Year II: \ _ " .

Number of Participants ) 0 700’ 0 91 4 1s6

Percknt of Part D Costs  ° 89.7%. 80.9%. 1 100% ‘| 72.4% | 100%. l '
Project Year

Numben of Participants i 70 600 36 . 232 'l 201
Percent &f Part D Costs _79.5% 80.9% " 100% “ 65.7% 82.8%

1
-
S
,

- . .

Number of Participants * 90 600 60 180 ‘ 180 ot

v . Vad .

Percent of Part D Costs 60. 8% 80.9% 100% ‘ 78. 6% 74.8% ’:/
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s program, as costs in this area,

A} K
.

No general pattern of increase or decrease in the number of participants .
is evident for these activities, Also, no such patterns emerged with
respect to percent cost of these activities, Two projects reported no
change in pefdgnt of tétal Part D costs during the three year period,

while andther indicated decreases, one~the decrease represented
use of another grant to add a K through 12 program to the original
program; the other project simply devoted more resources to its elemen-

a

tary school activities, . :

a

» \ ’
. " Three of the dineteen projects with ''other'" activities reported efforts
which could not be related to specific students; while these costs were ,

greatly below the five discussed above, they represented a sizeable
proportion of total project expenditures, The cost of these activities

was reported to be in the range of 30 to 35% of the total Part D cost for

each project, One of the projects reported the costs of developing a

career education TV film and holding a state career cducation conference,
Another project reported a summer orientation and field’ trips to industry
The third project reported the develop~ -
ment of an occupational information media center in this cdtegory. One

of these'projects identified some 350 participants but only for one summer,

x One indicated ay"potential' number of participants and the remaining .
' prOJec't cduld net estimate, u'npagt of these activities, R
@ ° [N

~ The remainirg 11 projects reported costs in the "other" act1v1ty cost
category that did not reflect any student related activities. Usually <
these costs include'd admlmstratWe costs, %valuatxon costs, or teacher ~
trainihg costs, The range of these costs ran from a hlgh of 100% of the

project costs to 1% of the total, * .
4, “Summary of Cost of Project Activities Findings -
iy
Table 66 compares the third year act1v1ty MBsts w1th the third- year participants, ~
'’ ™~ As above, the costs are expressed as the ave rage percent of total project costs -
devoted to the given activity for projects reporting that activity, Participants
are expressed as a .percent of the total numbér of third year Part D project
" participants, ! ’ . . ] . -
.t . . . ’ o -
~ ¢ :;—\‘ o o 4 - - 0\/ -
T . < . % p
TABLE 66 ¢
_ THIRD YEAR COST AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AS PERCENTS GOF PROGRAM TOTALS . ~
!
N . ’._3\“ Activities o > st
F . s Elementary Junjor High } All Senior Hi‘g}'n. y ' s
Average Percent of Total Part D Cost <~ | 24.5% 27. 6% 0 47.9% ,
' : s ‘ . .
Percent of Total Participants . 52, 2% 33 5% 14.4% * © .
' : (\mr High Subcafegories *° ~
«l. Work - skill Participating | Participating {Other , P - !
. i -" Experience | Training Teacher Counselor . ¢ -
Numoer of Projects Reporting . v 26 - 23 31 ., 22 8 iy .
Average Percent of Total Part D Cost ' ,  19.5% 13.6%] - 20.5% 14. 2% 71.3% L
Percent of Total Participants 1.2% 2.9% 7.8% | ; 2.1% 0.6%
* Because not all projects had ail azi'.uvmcs, 1t i€ not appropriate to add across columns, ! B - . ’
. . - - ® M b A
> —
- ] .
. "
N »
a ""t'éﬁ
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It can be seen that elementary school participax.mts comprised 52, 2% of the total
‘ third-year Part D participants and that projects reported thatelementary school
activities cost an average of 24, 5% of the total project costs for that year,
¢ Junior high school activities required an average of 27, 6% of project Part D
resources to treat 33, 5% of the participants; 47, 9% of the Part D project costs
were devoted to high school level activities that in total affected iny 14,49 of
the thxrd-year partxcxpants
»
Durjng the three-year period of Part D funding, projects clearly reserved the
largest share of their resources for high school activities and the smallest for
° elementary activities, The three-year trend was to decrease the proportion
* of resources devoted to elementary and junior high activities and to increase
‘the proportion for high school activities, .

The decrease was sharpest for elementary activities during the second year
with the expenditures only slightly lewer the third year, At the junior high
+ level there was a second year increase with a decrease the final year., From
this it woulcfappear that projects tended to emphasize elementary activities
the first year and junior high activities the second. Expenditures for senior,
high school activities were expanded as the others were decreased
L . v; N
" At the high school level projects reporting '"other activities'
tended to devote most of their Part P resources to thosg‘z activities. ' High
. school familiarization activities designed to infuse career education concepts
into the regular curricula and work experience activities?r{ ked next, and :
were reported tg cost projects approximately 20% of their third year expen-
 ditures, Counselmg and guidance, activities and JOb entry skill training
activities followed at a reported cost to projects’ with thoge components of

14, 2% and 13, 6%, respectively, o . " v

’

During the course of the three year effort the resources expended for skill
training activities decreased sxgnxfxcantly. Skill training activities supported
with project Part D fundg we re the only high school activities that reflected a
.. decrease during both'ﬂf?gecond and third years., The three year rate of
decrease was oyer twice that of elementary activities, This was the highest
. rate of overal{ decréase indicated for all activity areas,,
Interestingly/: infusion activities by participating teachers at the high sci*ool
level were reported to have a lower percentage of support the second prnject
year than during the first year. A substantidl increase in percentage was
i reported for the third year. This change, from 15.3% to 20.5%, was the .

5 largest single year changirepqrted for any activities. .

Overall, projects repojted'an increase in the average number of participants )
for each activity during the three-year term of Part D support with the exception .
of high school infusion activities. In thistarea, the number of participants was
virtually the same in the third year as in the first year. The number of third .
year participants was reported to be below the second year fxgure by an aVerage
of 12 participants per project. .This means that during the third year this
actitity was reported to cost project over 1/3 more, proportxonatelyt, while the
"™ numbex of participants involved actually decreased;slxghtly. There was no’
other activity aréga showing an overall decrease in the number of students par-.

- ticipating,, @nd only one other for which a one- yEar reduction was indicated.

This was job entry skill trakhing, where a réducfion in percenfage of funds was
reported for the third year, from 17. 6% to 13, 6%, coupled with a 13%.r eduction
in the average numbef of participants. -

’ - ‘ ’ Bt hd
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» Elementary schocl participants were reported to have been increased by an
average of 47% per project during the three years of Part.D support. For the
same period projects reported a decrease in the’ proportmn of Part D resources
devoted to these activities, from 28% to 24.5%. The‘average number of junior
high school participants increased by nearly 337 while the proportxon of the
Part D e*cpendxturcs directed at these activities was reduced slightly (from
29.3% to 27. 6%). At the senior high school level an average 31% increase in
participants was reported coupled with an increase in the proportion of funds {
devoted to these activities, from 42. 1% to 47.9%.

.t

A review of the activities at the high school level reveals that work experience
activities had the highest rate of increase in average number of participants
for the three years. WitH the lowest average number of participants per project
reported during the first year, there was a 52% increase by the third year. The
average costs went from 16.9% to 19.5%. Counseling and guidance activities

_reflected a 46% increase in the average number of participants during the three
years, coupled with an increase in'percent of costs from 11.5% to 14. 3%. Skill
training ‘a:g‘*tlw.txes, as indicated garlier, were reported to have experienced an
nverallsalainc rease in participants. : -

3
7

The figure below rank orders activities by year from highest to lowest, accord-
ing to the avergge relative cost of activity, This figure graphically illustrates
the third year shift in activity expendifure emphasis at the high school level.

» H )

{
- NN

RANK ORDER‘OFIAVERAGE HIGH SCHOOL ACTIVITY COSTF, BY YEAR

Rank . Program Year | Program Year {I Program Year 111

1 (h.ish) Skill Training Skill Traming ' Participnt{ng Teacher
-2 ' Work Expetienee Work Experience Work Experience
3 . Participating Teacher ‘Participating Teacher Counse o and Guidance

4 (low) Coungeling & Guidance Counseling Géuidnncc Skill Training

’ mkz 6 ) ) L

-

s
Rk [

%
It is apparent that the third year saw a shift in emphasis toward classroom
familiarization and occupational guidance and counseling and away from skill
training, One possible explanation for this relates to the general availability

*'of skill training Yesources in most areas, Projects may have elected to rely _

" on traditional training resources, pnaking them available to students not takinga
full vocational course of‘trammg, thereby freeirg resources for othet activities,
Another factor that may be involved is the relatlve cost«of sklll training and
work experience activities when compared to the others, Both are decidedly
more expensive when a cost per pup11 ratio is applied, Classroom infusion
techniques and the guidance approach to career educatlpn have the potent1a1
of touchifig many more students at a lower cdst ratio, That work experience
activities did not show a similar reduction would seem o be a-function of ‘the
limited resources for these act1v1t1es available from other sources in fnany
of the grantecs, Below we prcsem: an analysis of these cost findings by .relat-
ing them to the results Sbtained for outcome ‘questlons. : - -

b}
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» C. Results and Conclusions on Cost/Outcome Find{ngs ‘

»
.

. - e ~

In Chapter IX it was shown that some projects were more effective in producing .
student outcomes for a given activity than were others. When these projects' .
average number of participants per year for these activity areas was compared to
. the overall average per project for the same activities, if was found that the'
projects differed from the average in numbBer ‘of participanfs per project for a .
. given activity an{/or,in the rate of change in the number of participants in the
wactivity from one year to the next. A similar anglysis of these projects with
respect to cost was also carried out. 'The results of this analysis are reported
below gor each ac'tivity area. ' “

‘ / ¢
> .

1. Elementary Activities . - g

The ten projects with the most favorable responses with r,espe_ct'/to student out-
comes at the elementary level were found to have a lower average number of
. elementary participants per’year than was reported across all projects. While
averaging fewer elementary participants per year, these projects reported a
. }ngher proportion of expenditures devoted to elementary activities than was
" reported for all projects, as indicated in Table 67, below.

N

—

: TABLE 67

Comparison of Ave rage Percentdf Total Expenditures for Elementary
Activities Per Project to the Average for the 10

S ] Most Favorable Projects R
Reporting Category Average % of Total Expenditures
- ’ : - |Year I Year I  |Year III
|~ . - i .
° . 10 Most Favi()rable Projects 39,1 - 31.8 30.3
. © | Ovxe rabri.ge Per Broject . 28.8 - 24.8 24.5

e Ly

t+— -
A .Y ¢ °
2. Junipr ngh School Activities . N .

- N T

. As indicated in Table 68, the ten projects with the most favorable responses t ’
questions at thetjunior Kigh school level had an average expendxture for those./,
"activities that f‘uctuated with respect to the average overall project expendxtures
forrthese activities. During the first year, junior high-activities cost these:10
projects a smaller percent of their tot\al Part D expenditures than was experi-
-enced overall. During the second year, these 10 pro;ects increased the propor-
tion of these experditures more than the overall average, to the/point that their
, average percentage of costs was higher. the third year, however, their
average percent of expenditures was vxrtlia the same as the évérage for
" all projects.

[
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T TABLE 68 .

Most Favorablé Pxojects

-

* *

‘- . ., Comparison of Average Percent of Total Expenditures for Junjor I—'hgh
’ School Activities Per Projett to the Average for the 10

.

Reporting Caterory

.
Average % of Total Expenditures

¢ x

Year 1

Year II.

Year IIl

10 Most Favorable Projects B 21.4

38.3

AR
27.3

31.0

27.6

. ' \ - Al -
/ ' Overall Average Per Project 29,3 [

5 &

¥

»

~

These Cost data became significant when compared to the average number of
junior high participants per project. The 10 most favorably responding projects,
as pointed out in Chapter IX, averaged at least® 50% fewer participants

per project per year than was reported for all projects, . . .
- . -

3. Senior High School Activities

. ] ted below, /

. P v

’ !
; a) Work Experience Activities - . .

v

In Chagter IX'it was reported that the number of paxticipants in‘work [-a
experience activities increased for both those projects with the most
favorable responses to student outcome questipns and for all projects
. . for all three project years, AS$ indicated in Table 69, the seven’most
favorable projects with respect to student outcomes tended to spend a
’ smaller portion of their Part D monies for work experience'activities
than was reported for all projects, This relationship continued through-
out the t‘ﬁree—year project period with both the most favorable group of

projects and all projects taken together gradually increasing the per-
centage of expenditures and the number of Harticipants each year.
*

’ -
L) * & ) v

Findings with respect to the senior high school activity categories are presen- ]

oo . ' TABLE 69 . .
" Cornparison of Avcrage Bercent of Total Expe\v‘d\itures for 12th Grade XS
AN Work Expeérience Activities Per Project to the Average Yor .

the 7 Most Favorable Prgjects :

“

el

. Reporting Category Average % of Total Expenditures
T 3 B . ' Year I | Year II | Year II
) . Seven Most Favorable ‘Projécts 12.1 13.0 14,9
‘ N T .
v - ONerall Average Per £rdject 16.9 17.5 "19.5 '
' e C (
. Ry o4
: + .
! \
' * h ‘.}é‘\ ‘/ - T .
. J N . X ‘
. - 130 - i .
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Skill Training Activities : . ;

In the preteeding chapter it was pointed out that there were a totdl of six
projécts in which skill training activities resulted in the production of
favorable%tud"nt outcomes, Those projects, it was noted, differed from
the average of all projects in that they reported a higher number of partici-
pants per project; i, e, the projects with favorable outcomes increased
skill, trammg participants by 30% over the three years as compared to an

. ove rall increase of only 5% for the three-year period, :

-
.

A¢ Table 70 shows, in'terms of cost, the three year trend with regard tog
expenditures for skill training activities was a ptrogressive proportionate

_ decrease for all projects. The expenditure data suggest similar experi-
ences for both groups in terms of trends and actual expenditure levels.
The major difference between.the two groups is that the most favprable
projects involved twice as many participants in skill training activities for
approximately the same relative cost as was the case for all projécts.

Q

.
» a

» TABLE 70, e

Comparison of Average Percent of Total Expendjtures for 12th Grade
2 Skill Training Activities Per Project to ther&verage for the

Six Most {T'avoz‘able Projects

. )

Reporting Category ) Atverage % of Total Expenditures
' Year I Year II Year III °

g
s 4
' .

SugMost Favorable Projects 20 " 15,6 14,9

o s

>

Pverall })\verage Per Project . ' 21.0 17.6 13,6
O < T T

Y\\ R4 . 4 . . '99

4

N ~ -

High Schopl Far;!éarfza_tion Activities through Participating Teachers

' L
F1ve ErOJects were found to have“béen most effective in producing student
outcomes as a result of the high school famlharlzatlon activities' of partici-
patmg teachers These projects reflectdd an overall three-year increase
in the' average humber of participants per project of, 153%, while the
general experiencé of Part D prO_]eCtS was to show no increase in the

number of participants during the three years,

W

Table 71shows that the three-year expendlture pattern, for these act1v1txés
was found to be the feve rse of the participation trend neported: earlier, It
was found that ‘on the average, all projects increased their percentage of
expendxtures for thede activities during the three-year term of Part

; support. The five with the most favorable responses to|student outco
questions,’ however, 'decteased their average pescentagle of expendxture
for each gfpthe-thrée years. Indeed, in t}e/th/u'd year these five prOJects
reduced their average percent of costs/below theoverall average:

The over g&perlence a. e hlgh cho\ﬂe\vel differs from that at the -

elemen d junioT hlgh school levels with respect to familiarization
activitieg,’ M/‘er, the pro;ects {found to be . most effectiveNip producing
student ofitcomes were found to report three-year cost and paZtisipant
trenids whlch parailel the exper1e ce at the elementary and junior hi
levels o : .

Y




TABLE 71 ' '

Comparison \of ‘Average Pertent of Total Expenditures for 12th Grade;
Familiarization Actwitles Per Project to the Average for the

Five M&st Favorabhe Projects

- Reporting Category \ . Average % of Total Expenditures
¢ Year I Year II Year II1

L

Five Most Favorable Projects Co22.1 20.9 18.3

Overall Average Per Project , / . 715.3 20.5

/. _ —

) N
. D, Summarv[nd Conclusions \
-, -

Projects which were most effective in froducing student outcomes as a result of the
activities of participating elementary /and secondary teachers and counselors, i.e.,
familiarization, were found to differ/from all projegcts at all levels {elemientary,
junior high, and senior high). At the elementary level the projects with the greatest
number of favorable responses invhlved fewe participants per project than did all
projects. These projects also deyoted a larget proportxon of their Part D funds to
elementary activities than did al} projects. .

°

r

. .
At the junior hlgh level, the prbjects most effective in producing student outcomes

increased their proportidnate expendxtures durmg the three-year Part D support.
On the other hand, the trend ’%or allpro_]ecté “reflected an overall decrease in the
exfaend@ture percentage for fhese activitie s. The projects with the most favorable
‘responsgs most noticeably differed from édl projects in the number of participants ,
per project. For each of the three years these 10 projects involved 50% or fewer

participants than did all projects. . . S

ing student outcomes fhrough the familiarization activities of participating teachers
showed a pattern of decreased cost percentage ‘during the three-year term of Part D
-support. This was coupled with an overall jncrease in the number of participants
for these activitieg. This compares with an overall increase in the expend{ture
percentage level for all projects, coupled with no gain in the number of pa.rtxcxpants

per prOJect . , j
N 'l

C. N
At the senior hxgh schpol level, those projects found((ﬁe most effectjve in pr%’&"uc-

* The differences bgtween the projects found, to be most effective in prpducmg student

outcomes as A result of skill training activities and of work experxence activities

-and all proj¢cts with those activities was not as pronounced as were tf\e diffe¥ences
iliarization activities. The projects with the greatest number of favor-

able responses-in the work experience activity area reflected both A shghtly lower

percentage of ex-penditu-mé and fewer partxcipants than did all pr(}jects with work }

experierce activitieg. 2 . / . (/

- '
’ ‘x

‘ l 4 H
‘The pfroportion of expendxtures and the t ycal trend of those propertions did not
vary, /sigmfxcantly betw een the most favorable projects in skxll training activities and
all projects with those activities. The most favorable prOJdcts, did, however,
inyolve consxderably mere students peT project than did tflc a?rage for all perojects.

./
2

iven the initiafllly higher percentage of costs and, the lower level of participant involve-
ment in the projects with the inost favorable responses,as compared to all prOJeCtS, it
mist be concluded that the most favorable projects inyested. proportlonately more tifne
and resources in start-up activities than did other P jects. It appears, therefore,
that 2 major fagtor in the success orlackof success of a project in producing student
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outcomes qs a result of familiarization act1v1t1es is the pfopnq'tl.on of investment and
activity prior to, full-scale pro;ect 1mp1ementat;on. ’ ; sy
v N ,
l h

In general, work expenence activities and yob entry sk11}. tra-mmg ‘activities were
less effective in producing student outcomes than famllla;nzaitmn activities, It is
possible, however,,tﬁat the overall Shlft of resources toward }Eugh school famitiar-

° ization activities noteld in the third p‘ro;ect year contnbuted o a lower'level of
. student outc’ome resu:!sts for the work expenence and sk111 ti?nnmg student group. |
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‘ - CHA,?TER XI: STATE ADMIVISTERED PART D(d) "FUNDS
. . I £. ,
. Py . )
L + ~ A¢ Background,and Purpose . BN
/ .t L. 04 ! 2
Purt D of the Vocational Education Act, as amended 1n 1968, was designed to stimu- ¢

late the¢ development of new approaches. to linking school and the world of work,

thercby assisting young people to identify. and prepare for careers most suited to

their personal aspiragj d talents, Congress’directed that funds appropriated

im~this section of the Act be expended to reduce youth unemployment through

exemplary efforts which accomplish one or more of the following:

. /

e familiafize elementar% and secondary school students with the broad range
of occypations for whigh special skills are required and-the requisites for
careers in such occupjtions;

.

e proyide students with educational experiences through work during the
schbol year or in the summer;

® provide intensive occupatlonal guidance and counseling during the last years
c/)f school and for 1mt1a130bs placement; - ° ‘

N

. /broaden or improve vocational education curriculua;
L4

’ 7/ exchange personnel between schools and other agencies, institutions, sor '
. organizations participating in activities to achieve the purposes of the Act, . ,
3 / including manpower agencies and industry; - .o

©
<. N

/_, e increase educational attainment of young workers released from their jobs;
v . * .
' N []
! & motivate and provide pre-professional preparation for pot¢ntial tea{:hers
for vocational education; and ./ :
D

P

-,

e provide ot%er.activ‘ities which ar® consistent with the purpose of the Act.

: Fongress stlpulate'd that half of the approprlated funds were to be expended by the ’
Department of Health, Education and Welfare in each state and territory and that
‘the othegr half were'to be allocated to the states and territories directly,
T_l;lf’portlon of the Part D appropriation dispers %y the states and territories was
not constrained by the guidelines applicable to t prOJects funded directly by .
USOE, * The states wére obhged simply to utilizc the funds~in accordance with the
ipurposes and prouvisions of the leglslatlﬁ and the administrative and reporting 4
»~ provisians specified in the Federal Regigter, %% As a result, both the nature and

duration of the state administered projects, Part D Sec 142(d), in many states

varied markedly frox‘n the projects funded under the federally controlled portion “

> of the Act They also varied considerably from-state to state, :

«

;) .

~a !

e
»

' : . - . I3 .
* Pohcy Paper AVL, V7b1 Oct. 2. 1969.
*¥ Volume 35, No. 91 %:Sawurday, May 9, 1970, p. 734? . . .
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While the major emphasis of this evaluation effort was on the federally supported
projects, there was an 1nterest in determ1n1ng how the state ~administered portion
of the Part D funds was utilized. More specifically, USOE was interested in deter-
mining the objectives of the state funded projects, -and the-strategies used to
achieve these ogjectives. Given the level of detail.desired and tKe faet that oVer
1,000 grants had been awarded by the states during the first three years of the Part
D effort, it was determined by USOE that the source of information on state admin-
istered projects would be state level personnel only, The purpose of this

chapter is to present and discuss the information collected on the state funded

projects, In addition, a summary of relevant activities of the Research Coordmat-
ing Units in the states visited is presented -

. ’ [}
B. Study Methodology N

.

s
, ~ . To secure the information necessary to answer the questiQns posed by the study
" wegarding the state administered Part D funds, the first s&p was to review the
/ i information already gathered by USOE., One requir.ement imposed on the states
/ by the Office of Education was that a copy of each state-approved proposal be
submitted to the Division of Vocational and Technical Education of USOE (DVTE)
within 15 days of the award of a grant or contract., Based on the information so
provided, DVTE published a booklet, 'State Administered Exemplary Projects in
» Vocational Education, ' in the Spring of 1973. This publication contained, for each
state, a list of the project titles along with the name of the organization receiving
s the grant and the amount and duration of the ant. Review and analysis of the
information in this publication was carried out during August and September 1973,
The review of the information available within USOE made it clear that additional
data from state departments of education were necessary to respond to the study
questions, Specifically, the following was necessary: :

e ve rificationaofthe information contained in the USOE publication;

o v

e identification of the objectives of each\project;

e an indjcation-Qf the criteria used~in awarding Part D grarfts;

?

e an indication of the overall funding strategy;

&1 1nd1cat1on of the relations h1p between the state departments of education
and the rec1p1ents of the Part D grants; and

.

- ‘w

e an 1nd1cat1.bn“ of which projects and actnpttes were judged to be- worthy of

repl1cat1on. ' -
’ 4

. ! v~
It was assumed from the start that collection. of,adata pertaining tfftate projects
would be collected in the course of gathering data pertaining to tfle federally

administe red Part D projects, Consequently, it was concluded that data would

e obtained from the forty-nine states, plus the District of Columb1a, where first

roynd Part D pr-O_]eCtS were to be studied; since a study team would not visit

ii, data suppiementmg thet already jn USOE files would not be obtained in
that state. In addition, it was concluded that the information.would be obta ined

= by the member of the study team who was scheduled to interview “state personnel
in the course of Ubtammg data on ﬁxe federally supported projects and thatf the
primary mode of data collection would be an interview with the individual{s)
- responsible for the state administered Part D effort For the most part, the individ-

° . ual within the state department most convers ant with the féde ra11y supported

pro_]ecl?s"was also thé individual responsible for the state fund1ng process The

interviews we;‘e conducted in the Spring of 1974, 2 . '
NN

a

Q . - o , “‘ -135 -
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several individuals mvolv;;i'n the project selection process,

e

. R ’ ) .
To facilitate the Wterview process a s.mgle interview schedtfle wag prepared to
obtain data oh both We federal and state projects. In addition to the interview
schedule, two forms Igr each state were prepared. Theseworms were sent to the
state departments for completion prior to the arrival of the study team intewfwe
On the first form the state department offigial(s) most familiar with the state -
funded projects were asked to identify the $bgSCtives of each grant, In essence, ‘
the form was a matrix with cach of the staté-funded projects listed as the rO\y\,s ana
eight objecfives, taken from the federal register, forming the columns, The state
representative was asked to indicate which objectiveg applied to each project and
to up-date and verify the list of projects on the form, On-the second form the
state representative was asked to indicate the anfount of the grant awarded by fiscal
year, and the number of participants served by the pr(;ject.
In approximately 507 of the cases these two forms wewe completed at least in part
by the_tlme the interview took place. In these cases the interview ingl uded a
review of the information contained on the forms to verify that the instructions were
clear and the infonmation was recorded consistently, In some other cases the
forms yere completed by the interviewee or an assistant during the course of the
interview, Inthe remaining cases the interviewee indicated that more time was
necessary to complete the forms and that theyl would be returned to the study team
at a later date, In one state the information was not received despite several
follow-up requests, : . . )
In general, the represenfzﬂ.\}es of the state departrments were both knowledgeable
and cooperative. For the most part they wete quite familiar-with the Part D
effort and willing to assist the study. In some cases, however, there had been
substantial staff turnover within the state department since the time the Part D
effort began and the interviewees were understandab}{' hesitant’ in responding to j

. questions regarding events and criteria which preceded their involvement in the |

effort, A second qualification which must be placed on the data obtained from the
interviewees is that in most cases the sfate-supported grants were awarded by‘a
committee and the ¢riteria were not formally recorded, As a result, the state-
ments reflecting the funding criteria used reflect the judgment® of only one of the

-

}

h

P
C. Findings,

'L, Alscation and Obligation of Funds

The available data concerning each state's total allocation and obligation of

! funds {us FY v, FY 71, and FY 72 are shown in Table 72, together with three-

\ year totals, the percentage of each year s allocatlon that was obligated, and "
the percentage of the total.allocation that was obligated. As shown in Table 73,
one-year allocations ranged £r01'a loaw of $102,000 (Alaska, FY 70) to a high
of $3438, 000 {(California, FY 72), with.-median allocations of S117,000 in FY 70
and $139,000 in FY 71 and FY 72, Obligations ranged from a low of $44, 000
{Nevada, FY 70) to a, high of $421, 000 (Florida, FY 72), with ntedians of
$115, 000, $S144,000, and $255,000 in FY 70, FY 71, and FY 72 respectively, -
Both the minimum and maximum obligations .wcre lowest in FY 70, as werg
the minimum and maximum allocations s *The lowest reported percentage
of allocated funds that were obligated in one year was 35% (Illinoiss FY ){
while the highest r¢portéd percentage was 238% (Florida, FY 72). Ona three-
‘year total basis, the median percentage obligated was 95. 6%. There was’ no

. apparent relation between the amoutt.2llocated and the percentage obligated;
for example, the state with the lowest three-year allocation, Alaska,—c‘?llgated
100% of its funds and the state with the highest three -year allocation, S
Cahforma, obhgated 99, 5%wof 1ts funds.

. .
“
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A

allocated for a year, several explanations are’possible, First it should be.
noted that the federal legislation permits expenditure of fundfs. allocateg fdr

"~ one fiscal year in the next fiscal year. "Ta thié tase of Coldrado, for example,
this appeats to be the case. Colorado repert¥ obligating “78 4% of its alloca-
tion in FY 70, 77, 7% in FY 71, and 122, 0% .in. 3Y- 72, It ap’pea'rs in this case
that what was unobhgated in FY 70 was applied to the total amount available
for FY 71, and the unobligated balance of the avaiiable funds for FY 71,zand"
the unobligated balance of the availakle funds for FY 71 (new federal f ds
plus unobligated balance from FY 71) was dpplied to FY 72, Assuming\this
approdch, it.s quite possible for Colorad obhgate-;lZZ% of the FY 72 ’
federal allocatidn (new money) and still show after three years e total obhga-
tion of 92, 4% of the total federal allocation, xirymg over funds maynslso

( N ”~
. TABLE 73 vl
RANGE AND MEDIAN OF STATF ALLOGATIONS AND OBLIGATIONS® !
FY-70 FY-71 FY-72 3-Year Total
ALLOCATION . L
Low $102, 000 5104, 000 o 104,00 $310,000
.| Higt 211,000 . 346,000 348, 000 203, 000
Median 117,000 139, 000 139, 000 389,000 | '
: . OBLIGATION 7 ;
Low $ 44.000 s 91,600, $ 79,000 $246, 000
Higa 234,000 364,000 421/22& , 919,000
Me fan ris, 000 144, 000 2:::, 412, 000
. PERCENTAGE OBLIGATED
Low ' 35,0 64.5 :.9.9 64.9 :
"High - 2 1381 . 237.7 156.6
Median 93.0 . 95.1 ) 9§, 7 95.6
A
* Al doHlar figures are to zhe.ncare'sx s1, 000
-. - ’ ’ N > ‘
Approximately one-fourth of the states (14) obligated less than.90% of their,
three-year allocation, and eight states obligated over 100% of their allocation
By contributing funds from other sources, at leagt temporanly ,-’
w 1,th respe ct to those states reporting obhgatlons pf ovETT100% of the amount "}_

* ’

partially explain why half the states obligated 95, 6% or less of their th ree—year

allocation, = ‘

. = -

A second possible explanation is illustrated by Minnesota, In Minnesota,

99, 4% of the allocation was report;éd as obligated in FY-70, 109, 5% in FY-71,

.and 59.9% in FY-72. In spite of the obligation in FY-71 of 109, 5% of the

a}/bcated funds when virtually no funds from FY-70 remained unobligated,

ree year tgial obligaction was less than the total federal allocation, In
this case, it appears that funds, from some other source were used'to supple-

ment the av@.ﬂable Part D allocatmn with the expectation that in the long run

Part D would cover the obhgatxon This may be the explanation for the states

~ where the three year total obligation exceeds the three year total allocation.

N

A third explanation is simpl/y that the reported figures are incorrect, In .

Florida, the fiQures provided by the state bear such little relation to the

federal allocation thak this is the most logical explanation, ,+This judgment is

strengthened by the knowledge that in Florida the state allocation was used to

supplement tke federally administered Part D project (Sec 142(c)) and that the
. stu.te office did -not repdrt on Sec, 142(c) expenditures independently,

N . 0

i‘l

ﬁ ) ' N hd d H
. . / .

2 -

hd

* Fiftcen of the SEA interviewees indicated that Part D(d) funds were used to pay for staff time devoted te admi,
tering the progmm but no relation was found betwegn r)".‘. Fractice and the perccntagc of allocated funds th
was obligatcd. *
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as Number of Grants Awarded -

, ©
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The total number of grants awarded in FY 70, 71 and 72, as well as the total
over the three years combined, is sjown in Table 74 The total number of
grants awarded in FY 70, 7}, and 72 ¢ombined was 1,157, w1}h a mean of 22, 7

orants Ber state. , As can be seen from t n and the maximum number

*  of grants awarded only a few states awarded a r atively large numbe’ of :
grants; as shown in the state- -by-state data in Table 75,.Texas awarded 37 in :

., © FY 70, Wisconsin 27, and the next most frequent was only 14. Sinrilar distri- 4
. butions afd found in the other yedrs, Interms of the three-year totals, the
. three hlﬁst states-awarded 85, 66, and 50 grants, although the medlan figure
. is only 18. Three of the states fundeq only one project-ineach of the three ’ *

years (the DlStI'lCt of Columbia, Georgla and South Carolina). )

. . M > \
. . .

TABLE 74

o

3 TOTAL NUMBER OF GRANTS AWARDED, BY FISCAL-YEAR

- . ’ FY-70 "FY-71 °  FY-72 "Total

Number of Grants 336 ‘ 411 - 410 °* 1,157

Median . 7 . .6 7 18 M

Fad ' N -
Lowest No. of Grants 1 - 1 1 ~ 3

Highest No. of Grants 37 - 31 .35 85
' ' . (Texas) . (Texas) (New Mexico) (szxas)

3% Number of Grantees Funded

"

\

|

|

|

o - ] \

The number of different grantees that each stdte funded is shawn in Table 75, |
and summary data are shown in Table 76 below, . . . ‘
|

|

-

. " ! . _
Y o : . « . & 3 , s
. A . -
) TABLE 76 o -
'~ TOTAL NUMBER ‘OF° GRANTEES FUNDED, BY FISCAL YEAR Cw
. FY-70 FY-71, FY-72 *  Totalx
Number of Grantees | 288 . 388 © o364, A 642 ‘
. £ Median . S 5 6\ 6 1o ‘
- {Lowest No. of Grantees 1 . 1 ’ 1 : 1 by o
Higheat No. of Grantees 24 25 T 27 38 |
. . (Texas) | (Texas) |(New MeXico) | (Texas) ;
& > T~ s,
. p = — . .
¢ # The total refers to the number of different grantees and is thus not equal to the sum of the entries in each fiscal yca’r.
. - s . o
! .
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The mean number of dxffe rent grantees funded over the thrée-year period
was 12, 6, with means of 5.6, 7.6 and 7. 1 in FY 70, 7Y, and 72 respectively,

. As was the case with regard to the number of grants, a few states distributed
their funds among a large number of grantees, while three utilized only one
grantee {the SEA) over the entire three-year period, (The upper end of the
range would be expanded if each of the projects funded in the "mini-grant"

ptograms in Co}orado a;zd New Mexico had been counted separately), ¥
. 1

. 4

Size of Grants Awarded

N

* The larg’est and smallest grant awarded by each state in each of three. fiscal
years is shown in Table 75," with summaity data shown in Table’ 77, below.
Again, there 1s a very wide range between the state with the largest maximum

—

2

) TABLE 77
. LARGEST AND SMALLEST GRANTS AWARDED, BY FISCAL YEAR
FY-70 FY-71 FY-72
Largest Maximum Grant| $131,888 164, 946 169, 176
- (Florida) (Georgia) (Fierida),
7D o
Smallest Maxxmum_‘Grant 12,590 14,518 16,000
(Oregqri) . (Maine) (MNorth Dakota)
Largest Minimufh Grant | 129,246 135, 934 169,176
T (Georgia) (Miss.) b (Florida)
Smallest Minimum Grant] 37 141 120 )
. (Utah) - (Vermont) (Vermont)
d * N

grant and the state with the smallest maximum grant, Similar findings were
obtained for the minimum grants, In the case of the maximum grants, the
largest exceeds ‘th&smallest by more than a factor of 10 in each fisgal year
The extremely small grants shown in Table 77, and Table 75, i.e., those of
under $1, 000, gene rally represent outlays for a spectﬁc unit of skill training
or evaluatlon f a small component ‘of a pro;ect .

~ N
Type of Gra'.ntees Funded

- .

The 642 different grantees funded during the period FY 70 through FY 72 were

indicate clearly that SEA's have selected local*school districts as the pri~
mary agent to design and imple ment projects supported Ry the state controlled |
portion of Part D funds. In the aggregate, 59% of the grantees were found to .
be locdl school districts and an additional 12% of the grantees were individual
public schools or resource centers,
of vocational or technical schools, accounts for over 50% of the grantees funded
in 44 of the 51 jurisdictions. " me \

ha

F :

3 Ehese states a large number of small grants were made fo individual teachexs counselors, etc., to enable them to

At

implement innovations-in their school or classroom. For most purposes the states report these ay a single block

.

pant to one grantee who administers the "mini-grapt" effort,

-

I's .
- 141 - .

N 1R?/ ‘ ;

e

classified into the five categories shown in Table 78 The totals shown in the table

This category, together with the category.

>v
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' TABLE 78 N CC
0 TYPES OF SRANTEES’ )
Public Sch, Dist, {Voc. or Tech, | Community Col= St .t Dept, Privgte -
. Ind, SchJ/ Res.Ctt. School lege/Umverity ;or Nucapf)n Creumzation ’ L
' / { TOTAL
1. Alubama’ 6 ' 1 i ‘, - 7
2. \lasha © < | 1 R 9
3. Arizona 7 ® 1 1 i , 9
4. \rhan<as 4 3 2 ©2 . 11
5. *California 18 7 . ) 25
: 6. Colurado 9 5 R o, ! i 15
7. Uongecicut . 5 1 . 1 i e 7
8. Detaware . 5° 1s 1 1 y 7
i 9 Ihatrict of Columbia 1 1 1
10. Florda -~ 2 2 1 i 5
1. Georgia 1 ; 1
12, Hawaii 1 A 6 B 7
13. Waho 7 1 ~ D i 8
14. Minois 16 » ¢ 4 i 20
15. Indiank 8 _ | 1 - ; 9
16. lowa B .2 2 4
17. hansas [ ;3 3 1 _:_ 7
18. hentucky - / 4. ) 1 r
19. Louisiana ) e 'E_ 5.
20. Maine {177 .2 2 1 1 ! 23
21. Marviand . =4 10 4 i 14
22. Massachusetts ‘5 ‘ 2 1 B i 8
23. Michizan * 6 1 = ) i 7
24. Minnesota . ‘18 wq @ 1 , 23
25. Mhssissipp 7 1 ] 2
26. Vhesoun @ - ) 2 - . c 1 3|
27. Montana L~ 12 1 o < - i 14
28, Nebraska™ _ - 3 2, . e 5 -
29. Nevada 3 1 : ' 6
30. New Hampshize 10 ] 1 I ? 13
31.- New Jersey E 11, 4 . " . G T
32. New Mexico’ 26 . 2 4 1 : 33
33. New York ' 6 ’ . - | 7
34. North Carolina 6 g 9 . 8 . B 23
35. North Dakota ’ 7, . 3 \ 10
36. Ohio * 13 - y 13,
37. Ollahoma , 9 6 ! 4 Z 2r
38. Oregon 17 " 4 P
39. Pennsvivania . 6 3 2’ . ' 12
40. Rhode Island 14 1 2 1 i 18
t). South Carolina i 1 . -
42. >outh Daiota 4 ' 1 ] 5
43. Tennessce LU : ) * L1 tet A
4. Texas . _'38 2 i 38
45. Utah . 13 i E « T .
46. Vermont i 11 3 ! 1 16 >
47, Vuenima ¢ 7 : g " § - 13
18, Washincion . 26 ) s . - /4 35
19.. WeSt Virzima N 15 K IS N T ! ' 16
50.. Wisconsin 1l 13 1 ' 25
51. Wyoming 17 [ 2 . 19
TOTALS " 454 ‘62 10} 19 6 642
L . L N (71%2‘: (1_09';') (1% , (3%) e ‘(19(,) an
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While the vast majority of grantees were schools, ccglle‘gesi .6r public educa-
tional agencies, 1t is of interest to note that only six states included grants to
what might be considered atypical grantees. * The private ofganizations funded *
included an indeffendent education agency {(Maine), a social'agency for the
physically handrcapped {Alaska), a Health Careers Council (New Hampshire),
private employers and the school district (New Mexico), 'an Opportunities -
Industrialization Center (Rhode Islan'd),>nd the Pe 1;son.ne<l and‘Guidance Asso-
c1§tion (Pennsylvania), The selection of these institutions is quite consistent
with Part D, Section 142 (d) of the Act which provides that the state board may
make grants "to local education agencies or. other public or non-pyrofit private
'agencies, organizations, ‘or institutions including business, and industrial
concerns, ., ,as it determines will most effectively carry out the dev&lopient,
establishment and operation of exemplary and innovative occupational education

programs or projects designed to serve as models for use in vocatiofial
education programs,’" . . o
In 17 states, grantees included State Departments of Education, In two of '

these states (Arkansas and Oklahoma) separate sfate vocational education
agencies also served as grantees, thus raising the total number of éntries in
this category to 19, In three cases {(Georgia, Mississippi, and South Carolina),
the State Department of 'Eddcation was the only grantee of the state, In many .
cases, the projects administered l;y the state agency grantees encompassed
8everal schoel districts., In addition, there were several cases in which pro-
Jects which were administered by a Community College or University were
operated with one or more school districts. In such cases, the close collabor-
ation between the grantee and LEA may be presumed, In one instance (Oregon)
a community college and a high school served jointly as the Part D gdrantee,

Duration of Projects ) R
: \

2

Of the 331 projects-funded in FY 70, 47% (1514 projects) were funded for one
year only; 22% (73 projects). were- funded for a second year, and the remaining’
31% (104) projects) were funded in all three fiscal years, FY 70, 71 and 72,
Thegd data are shown in Table 79 ‘which also shows the number of states fol -
lowing each of the possible project furation patterns, As the tablegindicates,
in 14 states all of the FY 70 prnjects were also funded in FY. 71 and FY 72, At
least one project was funded for all three years in 38 states (75%), and at least
vne project was funded for only one year in 33 states (65%). Only four states
funded one-year projects exclusively, and only one funded two-year projects
exclusively. Eighteen states continuéd all of their [FY 70 projects fox at least
one more yedr, There are just about as many states whose FY 70 projects
were of oggtyear, two-year, and three-year duration (13) as there are states
having all FY 70 projects continue for at least two more years (14), These
two pattemns together encompass, 53% of the states,

.
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\PATTERNS OF PROJECT DURATION FOR GRANTS AWARDED IN FY 70
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TABLE 79

-

Pattern

No. of

___ Numbeér of Projects

T

dyr.

2 yr,

Total

tes

3yr.

27

'v.

A1l PBjects of 1-~year duration 4 27,

A1l Projects of 2-year duration 1 - 5 - - 5

LAII Projects of 3-year duration : 14 K - - 29 ° 29 .

Mixed: l-year and 2-year :} 47 27 - 74
) “ ) Mixed: 1-year and 3-year 8 v ‘28 - . 24 52 .
» A J' . ‘¢

- jMixed! 2-year and 3 year - 3¢ - 6 9 15 -

. . Mixed: l-year, 2-year, and 3-year]- 13 52 35 L4z 12

Total 51

: 154 73
/ -
¢ t‘ / 70

47%

"104 331
319 100% K

7. Criteria Used in Fuding Projects’

In order to obtain inf ormatlon on the strategles that may have been used in ‘
funding Part D(d) projects, a series of questidns was asked pertaining to b
various criteria that may have b€en applied in making funding decisions, .
These criteria were: a)type of activity proposed; b) the annual amount of
money proposed; c) the duration of the proposed project; d) the type of grantee;
and e) the type of expenditures. In addition, the ifterviewee was asked

»  whether the policy with regard to each criterion element had changed since’

the start of the prOgram_} A summary of the responses elicited is presented

. on the following page (Table 80). . > .

. All but eleven of the states indicated that they used one or more fairly specific

’ programmatic criteria in their funding decisions; fifteen states cited more

, than one programmatic criterion,* As shown in Table 8, the most frequently '
mentioned criterion was related to the project's goals in the areas of career
awareness, career exploration, or career preparation (15 states), while the

- remaining criteria were siated in te rms of process, such as teacher;}rai'n'mg,

— or curriculum development, of in terms of the specific ta rget group, Such as

disadvantaged students, Eight of the states said they were specifically looking -

for innovafive ;apprbdaches in connechon with whatever process factor they used ,

as a criterion. Half of the states had changed their prpogrammatic criterion

at some time 1n the preceding four -year period, almost always 1n the direction

of increased specificity, ’

P Only nine of the states:utilized the funding level of the project as a criterion,
and only five of these had changed this criterion during the period. Five
other states had changed from using a fund&g level criterion to not usmg such -
a’criterion, . oo ’
s . S . - . N
- Ten states preferred or required that projects be of one-year duratlon, and ¢
13 states prefer"f'ed or required longer projects, . Twenty-six states had no
preference or requirement with regard to project duration. Only six of the
states that used duration as a_ criterion had adopted this Dohcy some time dur+ . 0
ing the four-year period rather than a t the begmmng of the nrogram,

¢ T . - \ ]
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Activity Used,as Criterion

UNISING CRITERIA

. * Career awafen

.

-

TABLE 80

Q

Number of States

Number of States

* that Changed

Criterion Policy

N

- .‘. -
éss, exploration or :

p'r‘p'ai‘ation

|

~

Guidance
Placemert 7\ -
Te#cher ’I‘rammg
Culrriculum or mate rials - deve]ppment
&+ Special Student group (e. g, dlsadvéntaged)
Innovative approaches s
# Other .
Unspecified or NJne

‘%

—

—

— N oWy oLOo W W,

o

Y

NOR U W N W b,

Funding Level Used as Criterion ot

.

V4 N ,
$15,000 or smaller 'ma‘.ximﬁ.n ) »
Approximately $50, 000 maximum '
Approximately $100, 000 maximum
Specified minimum

Qthe'r

No specific criterion °

B = = N

Duration Used as Criterion: R

Three year projecté preferred - /
Three year maximum -
4 One year max1mum or preferre?i

< Two- three ‘Vears preferred

No specific criterion; pro_]ects funded one .
. year at a tim¢ . -

, No spe. cifiq cr1terlon, ‘funded pohcy

> unstated - g '

Grantee Type Used as Criterion
_~LEA only or perferred
Public institutions only or preferred \
Non-profit institutions eligible
, Othér, * . -
No-specific criterion c

>

—

Type of Expenditure Rejected or Sev‘e rely Limited

Capital- expem{rture, including eqmpment
Salaries

Other
' No specifi¢ criterign ) -

»

o~ W W

,Othér Criteria

~ Did not use other crite/ria' , .

" .Used other criteria:, .. &
Guidelines, plans, etc,

. Local funding
: Disseminftion, etc. ' .

Geogriphic spread ’
‘Innovative
Independent evaluation
Newly partlclpatmg LEAs < .

. ’Competitive

34‘

6

4

7

1

2
- ' 1

¥

K-i2 . Ny

g

o,

Plans for contmuatlon‘ ‘ a
Voc Ed, Centers
Phd ) s

- ~—145'/
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Almost half of the étﬁa’tes did not restrict the types of grantee that might be
funded; eightecn of the remaining states, vided equally into those that prel *
ferred or required LUEAs to be the graffges, and those that preferred or .

this criterion t,6 ing

. required both LEAs apd ot}ler public inst utxons{L

de non-profit private instithtions.

ve more states expanded

dxanged their ‘poliflies with regard to grantee typevdurmg the four-year perioc

4 I3

/

v

Only nine states hav%
o

»O

ver half d'i' th(_’

's (28) indicated that they” re/Jected the expenditure of funds

for capital puUrposgs; mcludmg equipment, generally on the grounds that such
e\cpend}fures werd legally prohibited. Six §tates rejected salary expenditures,
and emhteen statgs drd not cite any specifig expenditure restriction,

fe\\} States (7)«11_51’d ;changed thelr policy du_rmg the life ofﬂthe program,

[

Agaz‘n,

’J}(venty faur st;ates indicated additional criteria: seven $tressed plans for

‘dlssemmanl}\ or ''transportability' or repl1cab111t;§ six states indicated that
... the proposals were judged in te rms 'of copsonance with the state plan, guide-

lmes, or other centrdlly based cons1dera!;1on

’ ~ ¢

contrlbutlons

Four statés required local

8,9{; Oblectives of Prgjects 4

&

-

14
K

t
.

!

-

. . SEA representatwes were gsked to indicate Whlch objectives were involved in
eaqh of the projects® that had been funded. By assigning the total dollar amount
of a pro_;e:t to edch of it/ objectives and then computmg for each objective its

\ percentage of the total yéars funding, one may' al‘rwe at an approximation of
A the relatwe 1f~qportance aSs1gned to each of t:he,mandated objectives, It should
be’ noted that this apprdach involves the assumptlon, that. each of a project's

obJectwe’s 1s’ of approx1mate1y equal 1mportance,
ious mdwzduals who yz;dwded the da@a on project

:he as,sumpnon thit the vare——
Jectlves .ut111zeci 51m11ar

mterpretainons of what-each objective encompassed, and the assumpth.on that
the informants were krfowledgeable concerning f}\xe bBJectwes of the projects,
Since eac.h of these ass-um_pno ns is open to quesaon,.the findings, which are

summarrzéd in Table 8 ) below, mustbe viewed aé mdleanong of gros$ trends),
rather than as definitive: c}ata
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Although the figﬁfeé.shown insthe t

le guggest th;f the distribution of funde
was extremely stable from yéar to ye&y, - esainination of the data forﬁth~e
individual states revdals a highly varie icture, Some states show a decided
shift in resource allocation, with some 'i‘hcreasing in a category and others
decreasing in that category, For exaniple, Montdna put 45 of its first year
allocaations into objective 1 (to familiarize students with o upations and .
requisites), and the rea\fl!e,r p‘ut 22% and 13% into this objeétiv8 in the two syb-
sequent yegrs; New Yor‘;ﬁ on'the other hand, started out with 7% in this same
objective and ingreased to 22% and’45% ‘in the next two years.\ Further, there
15 also a wide l:gnge from state to state within each of the pop arobjectives,
such as 1 and 4. For objective 1, the percentages range from lo to 52% in
Year 1 and from 4% to 85% in Year 3; for objective.4, the perbcent%ges range *
from 8% to 100% jn Year 1 and from 10%.to 62% in Year 3. The fingihgs ténd
to indicate that many states shifted their priorities from year to yey
on the basis of an overall plan which encompassed several objegtwes
sequential 'pattern, or as a result of funding decisions which were Basd
considerations other ‘than those .of proposed prdoject objectives,

Program Operations

~ ' \;‘z

e

The relation between the SEA and the state-funded Part D(d) projects carrif?d
out by LEAs was reported to be -qdite extensive, as shown by the figures in},

Table 82%most all of the SEAs indicated that they monitor, provide téch¥’

nical assis ce, disseminate project information, and provide sérvices upo
request. Almost all of the SEAs reported contact with the LEAs at least three
times peryear, and 40% indicated that the contacts occurred at least monthly,
Since the responses to the questions n role and frequency of contact show
lit(tle variability, there is clearly no relation between.these data and other
iables, such as grant purposes, or number of #pants funded,

-

va

-

TABLE 82
~'' ROLE OF SEA_IN PART D(d) LEA PROJECTS |
Role of SEA” Number of SEAs
P ' !
Monitors projects N I 49 ‘ R
Provides technical assistance 47 .
% Disseminates project information 48
Provides services upon request 49 § ' .
L
7 .
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BETWEEN SEA AND PART (d) LEAs
Frequency of « outact ‘ . Numbey of SEAs v
At least monthly , 20
Three or more per year , 22 ! 4
One or two per year 7 ! fs
As needed , 1
Vo

v

B

-

Four of the SEA interviewees indicated that in their opinion.all of the state
funded Part D projects were suitable for replication, and the,rema;inder ’
indicated that "some" projectg were suitable, Thirty-six interviewees

specified the particular projects which in their opinion contained activities

that were suitable for replication. The total number of such projects cited
was 144 (4 per interviewee), The total number of projects in these 36 states
since the start of the program was 601, yielding the finding that 24%of the

potentially replicable projects were P'pecified as being replic.ab:le za_“t‘:'leas.t
in part. (If the four interviewees who said that all of the{prqegt}f in- their.
. . i :
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" A states were suygdable for replication are i1ncluded, the total number of projects
\ N ‘which <ould haﬁ: been' cited was 682, and the percentage of those cited

W \\mg reases to.33%,) It should be noted that in several of these states the inter-*

. Viewees qualified their judgments by noting that théy were not familiar with
N v allof past, or 1n some cases, ohgoing, proyects In the cases where the

\ Y intervidwee failed to spec‘xfy projects sultable for replication, typically this v
\ '\‘ vas, due to theu expressed unfamdmrxty with thé dctalls of proyect ope ratlons

N L ! : ' \

K he interviewees reported a wide varxet}\ of activities related to dissemination j:*

bk information and enc ouzagemernt of repikcatlon Some form of written com- - ’
© “munication, such as new sletters, nulde11n¥'s, reports, or abstracts, was . .

. ' utilized by19 states, Confe rénces, workshops,‘or oral reports were reported N
by 17 stiftes, and the use of visitsto demjonstration centers or resource centers
was reported by five states Twenty-two states 'freported that they used more | ! !

Vo than ofe type of activity,-and only four reported no activity, Eight states

. either\provided direct funds for replication ¢or were,actively seekmg legislation _

. | - |

1‘ authorizing such fundmg,' LTy ) .
M '

) . ’ b d N N '
‘10, Research Coordmatmc7 Units and-Part D .

Y T P
In add1t1on to collecting information .on the ‘state admudistered Part D funds, .
interviews were held with representatwes of the Resea.rch Coordinating Units .
(RCU's) in 43 of the states vigited. The RCUs recewe Federal suppogt through
Part C of the Vocational Edu&.non Amendments of 1968, 'The purpose of the
interviews was to collect lni'ermatlon on the RCU's functions, roles and respon=-
51b111t1es in general, apd more specuflcally,*relatwe the the Part D program, -

The most frequently uted RCU funcmon was dlssemmhon of 1nformat10n to . .

school officials throughout the state who were eithar ope ratmg career or ‘ . "

' ‘ ; vécational.educational programs or were making plans to do sp, This service,

! which was cited by 22 RCUS, consisted mostly of dissemination of descriptions, . .

ot "of on-goi projects iri the-state,~.and to a lesser e:stent ; of xesearch findings .
and Curr:igulum guldehnes and\"n{ate rials, 'I‘h‘e research and the currlculum N ,

information was generally de rweﬁ-}\rom both the on-going work in the state

and from information obtained thrOugh hte,rature searche§, The procedyres

o followed ih obtaining information and the methods used for dissemination werg ’
’_ highly variable. The most fre uently cited dissemination techniques were N N .
< monthly newsletters,’ part1c1pacblon in plannmg conferences, and direct inputs )

L to teacHer workshops. - f - .

. % . . e ’
i The second most f,requently cited function of RCUs was the coordination of demon-
- stratxon and/or research prajects and the State Department of Educatlon. This
) involved the transmission.of information to various local and state officials.
sy This J:ﬂ)e of caﬁrdmatlon was cited as an important function by 20 of the RCUs.

N ‘ ¢ ' . N
l " . " ‘g ) - ;
{ ‘.) ) Other frequently anentioned fu s were conducting résearch (9), collecting
. and anaiyzing information useful for project planning ot implementation (9),
}, evaluatina reviewing, ,or monitoring projects (10), assisting in writing pro- t' .
: posals or planning pro_]ect strategies (11), and prov1d1ng pro_]ects with technical !
: ! assmté_mde of varlous kinds® (IO) i
! 4 Do : ., . ;:zf )
. The number of functmns cited by the RCU's varied from one (information R
;"{ disse mmahon) to all of the above mentloned functions, and the size of the f,_ : ,? :
‘.!’ RGU sta{f'varled accordmgl? The stafe with only one function cited was ) ! "' {
'}.“ staffed hy two people, at 25"3 time each. The most active RCU had a director, ~; IRy .' !
, ) r{( coordmators for regsearch, for planning, for evaluation, and for information o ' [
‘1., . ’ -
, i{“ serv1ces: and elght}ethex; professional,staff membe rs L f; ,1:;’ ‘y :
Vo e T \u . ) Sl
AL RSN, i RN o N
‘\) \: :: [ < ; =148 _ 4 . 1,::::' £y »;{_“",:', IL.\ 'al
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The distribution of functions with regard to Part D projects was very similar,

tothose performed ovexall, except that the ‘second most frequently #ted func-

tion, after mformatmn dlssemmatlon, was that of providing tec}Tmcal assistance’

to the projects, Assisting in prd_;ect planning was cited relatively infrequently,

Only 27 REWFreported any function in.relation to the specific federally

admimstered projectV/w‘ted by DA field staff, . ' : )
D,

< -

Summary and Conclusions

5 4 : :
An analysis of the preceeding findings Was made in an effort to idertifk patterns or
) g g : I

clusters of states which would permit’inferring the general objectives and strategies

of the Part D program, This effort did not produce meaningful result,g.' _For =

example:

= X

~

¢ In comparing the categories reflecting percent of obligation with the one
indicating use of SEA as grantee, one would expect to find a high percent
,of cases in which 100% was obligated, This is most certamly what one
wou.ld expect in those cases where the SEA was the only grantee The data
do not bear this out, however. The two states that funded only the SEA’

addxtion to other grantees ‘obligated 100% of their funds.

\ obligated 86% and 65%, and only six of the 16 states that fundéd the.SEA in

\'\ A omparison of the pro_]ect durQﬁOn patte rn with the percent of obligati .
o failed to produce a pattern, Of the 14 states that funded only 3-year
}‘ jects in FY 70, all but two obligated over 96% their fihds in that year,
four of the states that funded only 1-year E:‘;)iecté obligated at least

/

iterion in funding were

scrutinized in'relation to the practices followed wi h‘%espect to the length -
of project funding, but no patternwas found. The sfatey that indicated a -
pre'ference for one-year projects (with no repor(ed change in this prefer-
ence), and those that’ indicated a preference for three-year projects, had™

: ve;‘y similar distribufions in i)ractr.cef Only one of the éne-year preferred

* group funded its 1970 pI'OJeCtS for only one year, and only two Jf the three~
year~preferred groups continued to fund projects for three years, Of the
14 states that had funded three -year projects only, nine indicated tha:t they
did mot use project duration as a criterion in fu.ndmg,

a ' ‘"

.

o

A comparzson was made between the states which only funded prb_]ects for

three years and those which only funtied } 970 projects for one year, in

s, terms of the proportion of funds spent on each of the eight project ob_]ectwes
" It was found that in two of the three "one-year-pro_]ectf' states for which

data were available almost all of the funds were allocated to objective four,

) curriculum improvement, whereas in only two of the 14 'three-year' states

' were as much as 50% of;the funds allocated to this objective. In contrast,,

. the three-year states séemed to focus on objective ahe, gami],.ia'rizing

{ students with careers and requisites. Apparently, one-year projécts tend

to be planning axd development projects, while three-year pro_]ects tend to
‘be classroom implementation projects,

.
<

D fynds with those of the federal share prOJect (Part Dg)). The states
were yArkangas, Florida, Kans 5, M1 sippi, Nevada and New J'ersey
.+ {In six of the seven casesy e}iception be g Nevada, the SEA was the
- grantee for the 'federal sharet\ roject. In Mississippi and the District
of Columbia all of the "state share” Part D funds wetre combmed with the
""federal share" funds. 'In the other five cases, the states funded other
projects as well, In two casgs, Mississippi and Nevada, -the amount
: ’
c ¥, . e | 3 -
T 4 Y
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delegated over three years was just under 80% of the state allocation, while T
in the other cases it was over'90%, In all seven cases the projects received
., ""state share'' funds for three years (the length of '""federal share"' pro_)ects),
_ but the level of funding by year varied across the projects,

.
-
N

In conclusﬁn, the various analyses have not produced clear patterns from which to .
infe r any distinct set of strategies, Typically, states have granted Part D funds 4%

local school districts or individual local schools, The -principal objectives of the .
funded projects have been to familiarize students with 6ccupations and to improve

vocational education curricula, followed by work experience programs and guidance

and placement activities. In any year, a typical state may be expected to make

grants which-vary widely in size and to projects which vary in duration from one .

to three years,

In general, the wide variability in 'fundmg appro‘éches and the shifts from year to
year suggest that the state departments of education in their funding of Part D
exemplary projects are continuing to search for effective methods for implementing
the new and infevative approaches called for by the federal legislation, It appears
that the problem of i1dentifying the most effective methods of achieving the ob_)ec-
tives of Part D in local school districts has not beeri'resolved,
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UDY SUMMARY AND CONC LUSIONS

!

CHAPTER XII: SE

”
“(A.. Introduction

vy

Writh Part D of the 1968 amendrgents to the Vocational Education Act, Congress
ailed for the funding of exemplary projects which would have as their ultimate
z,al the reduction of the rate offyouth unemployment. Congress stated that this
goal was to be accomplished byjcréating a ""bridge between school and earning a
living.'" Mokre specifically, theflegisIation authorized the expenditure of funds fot
exemplary projects designed to”broaden occupational aspirations and opportunities -
for youth. X .

¢

The funds appropriated for the fmplementation of Part D were to be administered
in part by the states and territdéies and in part by the-U.S. Office of Education.
Each state was allocated a portion of the Parf D appropriation in accordance with
a formula set forth in the legxsgatxon During each of the fxrst three years of the
program, the amount of federally-administered Part D fund$ allocated per state
was in the range of $100, 000 toz$200, 000 for most states; an equal amount was -
allocated to be administered by‘ state government \

B 1)
Operationally, federal responsébility for administration of the Part D program was
vested in USQE's Division of cational and Technical Education (DVTE). Between
June 1970 and July 1972, DVTE‘ awarded a three-year grant to organizations in
each state,sterritory, and the Distriet of Columbia for the implementation of Part
D pro_]ectgi The grants made during this period were considered the "first round'
. effort of the Part D program. Since that time, additional grants have been awarded
under a modxfxed set of policy guidelines which are considered the "'second round"”
projects. In Fiscal Year 1976, a new set of grants, with further modification of
focus, is planned which will support®a ""third round" of projects.

N 3 .

This report repregents an assessment of the federally administered first round
projects and a descriptive overview of the state administered portion of the Part D
program. The focus of the assgssment has.been on determining the extent.to which
the efferts undertaken during the first three years of operations achxeved the intent
of the enabling legislation. At the start of the study, measures we re agreed on
which would serve as indicators of the extent to which the progmam and its individ-
ual projects achieved student outcomes whxch the legislation and USOE policy state-
ments indicated were expected It was determmed at the outset that it clearly
would not be possible, and probably would be inappropridte, to attempt to assess
the relationship between the program and the long termﬁegxslatxve goal of reducing
youth unemployment.

" Prior to summanzmg the fmdmgs presented in the precedmg chapters and.drawing
such conclusions as they permit, the positive program management actions which
'USOE has taken on the basis of this study's preliminary findings and other review
of the experxence should be noted. Specifically, concerted effdrts have been ma
to becmore specific thh respect to the definition of key terms, and the student l¢vel
outcomes €xpected. In addition, a thajor emphasis has been placed on improving
the quality and practical ut&hty of individual project evaluations. These USOE
actxons address the overall study finding that projects were typically not well defined

An terms of purpose or clientele and that this lack of clarity may relate to the faxlur'
in many projects to identify student outcomes significantly related to project activi-
ties. Thus, the effoxnts at th&iatxonal level during the last.year to be more specific
with respect to both program objectives and managerial practices represent explicit

~

attempts teyimprove the program in'the years ahead . . L
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In large measure because of the explicif intent of the federal program managers
to gain from the experience of the first round projects, the thyusft of this study ha's
been un sbtaining information which would be of utility in planning for the future.

" Thus, while in sne sense the study may be co“s:dere(j,an evaluation of the perfor-
mance of the program with respect to achieving the ijitent set forth in the enabling
. lq,xslatxon, in another sense its intent has been to present findings withvrespect to . .
several sets of program indi¢ators which will.assist both Part D and the newly v
created Office of Career Education in their efforts to maximize, the positive xm%‘aqts

of their programs in the future. :

-

\;6_.

.

I

B. Summary of Findings - ) T ) S

The intent of+the Part D program was to fund projects which would implement activi-

ties expected to assist students in obtaining satisfying employment. Chapter V of g
this reportpresented findings which related the amount of federal funds awarded tq o
actual project expenditures. 'In essence, the grant awards may be considered as the . ’ )
planned fedetal fiscal inputs into each project, the local budgets as the projécts' ’ :{::

planned inputs, and expenditures as the actual inputs. A review of the year by year
input data revealed that in most projects in no single year did the inputs occur at
the level planned. Taking the three years in the aggregate and considering both
expenditures and thelegislative expectation that fuhds would be expended over a .
- three-year time period, it was found that il 37 out of the 50 projects visifed (74%) b

the federal dollars expended were below the level planned i
In part the generally high level of project dfiderexpenditures was attributed to the

* timing of the federa grant actions and the first year start-up requxrements inr many

@rojects. s+ As indicated in Chapter VII, anpther partial explanation for the?under-

expenditures may be related to the nature of t endituge records maintained by

project maragers. Many project directors dig not have expenditure data which ! o .

permitted them to assess projéct status in even gross fiscal terms. In addition,

in the great majority of cases they did not have information which related expendi-

tures to any set of project activities. . . , S .

From the findings on project activities presented in Chapter VI, it was apparent

that on an annual basis, and across the three years of program operatxons, the ¢

extent to which projects carried out the activities specified in the USOE policy

paper, * which governed the federally administered projects, varied considerably .

across the 50 .projects. While most projects reported students in most of the USOE

required acnvu:les at some point during the three years, relatively few (26%)

reported having students in all a/cykﬁes i

-~ -

b 4

The findings with respect to pro_]ect activities may be explained p rt1a11y by the

data reported sin Chapter VII pertaining to program management. rev1ew of the
stated objectives of the 50 projects revealed that in many cases the ad#t
called for by the policy’paper were not addressed; in no case did a project
an objective contained in the legislation but not in the policy paper. A co
between stated objectives and related activity categories indicated that in rlany

projects there was ho relationship between stated objectives and the performance

of activities which could be related to these objectives. .
&
. M . .
’ w . . >
. , .
. , B ) A . @
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Given the findings regarding expenditures and activities, L findings with respect

to student outcomes are not surprising. As reported in Chapter VIII, the greatest
lmpact of the Part Dprogram was at the elementary school level. In general, the
proyam appeared to have had less impact on students at the Yth grade level; at the.
12th grade level, impact was less than at the 9th for two sampling groups and

greater for the other two.

On a project-by-project basis the impact of the program on students was small,

with the bulk of favorable outcomes in each student group ‘confined to a small group
ofprOJects. These ''favorable' projects were somewhat different for each sfudent
group. ” Out of 45 projects where comparisons were made between participating and
non- partlcxpatmg 6th graders on six relevant student dbutcome indicators, there was
a difference in favor of participants for three or more indicators in ten projécts;

the niosf outstanding project at this level reported differences*in favor of Jpartici-
pants on five of the six mdlcatgrs. Of the 42 projects where comparisons were
possible at the 9th grade level, -one project scored positively on six of the nine rele-
vant indicators, and ten produced posttwe results with respect to three o re
indicators. At the 12th grade level, nine indicators of student outcomegwere rele-
vant for each of the four strata sampled. Students whose participation in the program
consisted of having teachers who'utilized concepts and/or materials, made avail-

‘f able through the local projects in their regular teaching program (i.e., infusion of
‘career education concepts into the school curriculum), demonstrated a significant
d1£ference from non-participants on six indicators in one prOJecl:,¥ in five projects
such dlfferences were found on two or more indicators. In none of the projects
where comparisons were possible for students in the Work Experience, Sklll Train-
ing, or Guidance and Counseling groups was a SLgmflcant difference between" partici-
. pants and non-participants found on more than three indicators.

oot o X
Whije the search for relationships between the outcomes and selected project treat-
ment indicators reported in Chapter XI did not provide a clear set of relationships
between activity or treatment indicators and student ,outcomes, the re view of
responses of non-partlcrpatmg sixth grade teachers suggests that in at least some
( prUJects thé inability to measure significant differences between’ participating and
non-part1c1pat1ng students 'may*'relate to non-participating teachers unplementmg 3
career e@{catmn concepts in their classrooms. Given the Part D program. efforts
at the state level described in Chapter XIand other federal, state, and university
based efforts to stimulate the plementation of career education concepts in -
- schools everywhere, this may w t%11 have been a contributing fattor.
om A . .
Another potential explanatwn is suggested by the relatwely clear relationship
which wa und between project expenditures and student outcomes. As reported
in Chapte X with respéct to elementary, junior high, and senioy high familiariza- -
“tion activjties positive mdlcatlons of project effects on studentsécurred where
relatively more prOJect funds weére expended on relatively fewer students.

In summary, the data predented in the earlier chapters showed that typieally
Projects were folind to have addressed four components with respect to the federal
‘activity areas. Vlrtually all projects had some level of familiarization activities
at both the elementary and junior high school levels. Projects generally devoted
26% of-their Part D funds to pay for elefnentary school activities which involved
approxlma tely 2, 000 students per proyect. The students participating in elemen-
tary activities usually amounted to less than half (46%) the tofal elementary school
enrollment of the grantee and accounted for over half of the total number of proJect
part1c1pants (52%). ] o :

[
.

Jumor high school familiarizatfon activities »m\rolved some 47% of the total _]umor
high ‘girollment of the grant and averaged 1,400 gtudents per project. The’
activities at this level mvol\’/ed ﬁpproxlmately 34% of the totalnumber of project
part1c1pants and cost 29% of the Part D funds .
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Semor Iugh school activities inw lved, some 650 partxcxpants per projectand - .
represented apprommately 35% of the total high school;enrollment of the grantee.
High schosl participants represented approximately 15% of the total number of

- Part D prOJect participants and high school activities accounted for 44% of the total .
~ ° project costs. At the high schuol level, the typical prOJect reported pafticipants ,
“in familidrizdtion acfivities and one other activity, either work experience or , » .

job entry s kitt training.

. v
Classroom familiarization activities involved some 94% of all project partxcxpants
in the average praject. Almost always these activities were undertaken by class-
room teachers on a voluntary basis. Generally, a cogrdinator hired by the projéct
provided support to these tgachers. 2

*The typical project employed one coordinator for elementary level familiarization
* ° activities and one for secondary activities. Participating teachers usually received
some in-service training in career education strategies and were frequently pro-

vided class room support in the form of rﬁaterlals and gurricula guides.
t

In some projects, counselors,trained and experienced in occupational guidancef < ' ‘
. ‘provided-training to teachers so that counseling of this type could be exf’ended tb . 5‘ . ‘

the classroom. Another common variation in approach was for prOJect staff to’

make regular visits to se}Lcted cla,ssrooms to conduct familiarization activiti®s. .

With respect to famxllarlzafuon activities, it was found that the projects which
‘scored highest on ‘student outcome measures mvol\'red fewer participants at a hxgherq\ :
. cost than did other projects. ore significantly, these hxghest scoring projects .
apparenftly devoted substantla(f%e or resources to initial start-up activities. ‘\
These activities included teacher training, f)lanning, and curriculum development. .
. s \ |
Work cxpcrlence activities, where they occurred, mvplved an average of 110
students per year in the average project. Typically, work experience activities -
involved 1. 3% of the average project's participants at 18% of the total Part D’cost.
The average project having work experience, activities employed a work experxence
coordinator or a placement coordinator. Projects differed considerably with
respect to the support provided work experxence participants, Some projects
coupled skill training and work experience for all participants. Counseling and
guidahce were also sometimes included. Other projects simply sought placement N
> s+ opportunities and provided released time from school. Although projects did not
Jndicate that special entrance criteria were applied, analysis of student resaonses ]
suggest that in general, participants in project supported work experience piro-
' grams were less academically oriented than students in work experience pregrams .
not supported by Part D. This may account for the unfavorable results of ﬂ?ese -
students on the outc ome measures. .
=

Skill tra'ining activities involved an average ‘of 365 students per year in those
projects where they were provided. Participants in skill training activities com-

. prised an average of 2. 9% of these prOJects total enroliment and cost approxi- %
mately 17% of the average total project Part D budget. Training usually was pro- &
vided in traditional skill ax‘eas but was generally "intensified." Intensification ’
usually meant that students were in¥olved for moré classroom periods per day
over a shorter term than was typxcally the case. g¢Again, analysxs of student
responses suggests that participants in this acthty area were less academically
oriented than other students tested; this may. account for the unfavorable results of
these students. It is also important to, note that there was a significant deerease in
the relative level of support provided for skill training activities and an increase .
in the relative support provided high school familiarization activities during the

\ last year of the program. The relatively high cost of work expetrience and skill
s training activities may *have been a factor ubthxs third year shift in expenditures.’ ,

. »
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It is more likely, however, that .the I:hxrd*year shift had little to. do with

the efféctiveness of the activities or cost considerations,, but resulted from’other
considerations. Specxflcal.ly, the development of the concept of career education

ERIC .
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and widespread efforts emphasizing mfusmn of career education materials in
recent years are probable factors. Given ‘the emphasis on career education, it
Gould be expected that a shift in prioritics emphasizing familiarization activities

LT

might occur. - - ‘

3 i . '
The typical project providing occupational guidance and counseling did so by mclud-
ing these activitied as an integral part of sonie other treatment (e.g., work exper-
ience). Students'participatingain only counseling and guidance activities were
analyzed in Jnly four projects{ While the student results presented suggest that
this approach was not as effectfive as others in producing student outcomes, without
conhsiderably.mnre experiencefand data such a conclusion is not considered to be
warranted. *

-

The USOE policy paper governing the first round projects required that grantees
make proVLSmn for theé contmuagmn of project supported activities from "regular”
funélmg sources after Part D support had terminated. In 14 of the projects visited,
schuol personnel indicated that project.activities either had or would terminate at
the end of the grant perisd, and in 19 other cases they indicated that activities .would
be reduced. In eight of the projects, project activities either were continning after
the termination of the grant or definite pl\ns existed for the continuation. In nine
cases, activities had actually ex‘p:jmded after Part D funding had ceased.

-

. . ' C: ) QOverall Conclusions

M

Well over half of the teachers and counselors surveyed in each of .the 50 sites
v151ted indicated that in their Judgment it was important to include career education
m. the school curriculum. . From this pSint of view, the first .years of the program
may be judged to have had a substantial®effect. However, the findings presented
above suggest that, in general, neither the federally sponsored activities nor the
federally expected student level outcomes of the program occurred at the level
planned. While a number of reasons for this are possible, the findings suggest
that the most likely are associated with the general lac f a set of clearly defined
objectives, definitions, and managerial requirements an procedures at both the
project level and at the federal level. More specifically:
) The definition of key terme and concepts were neither precise nor con-
sistent at either the federal or local levels. For example, students were
, identified as projéct participants because they were being taught by parti-
} cipating teachers, but what constitutgd teacher participation varied from
! attendance at a two-hour career education workshop to ten or more
released days per semester for in-service training) curriculum develop-
ment, and classroom planning. This failure to establish operational
definitions and categories contributed to the inability of projects to identify
with assurance participants in the programs and to the inability of the

¢ federal level to monitor prOJect efforts effectwely .
® ° Budgets and Eéxpenditure records typically based on '"line-item'
e rather than programmatic activity categor Determination of § \

<actw1ty costs was very dxfflcult. This diffi.cOMy was primarily a{ result
f the grant application and award process which did not specify costs by
activity; only/in the aggregate. This-was furth comphcated by no provi-
sion for administsative costs, which meant that most projects attempted to

- 155 -~ L0

‘ prorate such costs and attribute them to treatment activities. It is probable
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that this contributed to the failure of project directors to analyze e%pendi-
ture data and of project ff to use budget and expenditure data in the man-
agement of projects. In addition, it is probable that this contributed bath
to underexpenditures and the failure to engage in expected activities.

Similarly, USOE did not use fiscal data a® management indicators.
ypically, the federal man gﬁment staif did not receive or analyze expen-
iture data. This contribu®éd to the underexpenditure of funds annually
and the support of some proje for periods in excess of the three -year
funding limit stipulated in the[aglslatxon ‘. .
The evidence strongly indicAtes that exemplary programs require consid-
erable start-up activity and time. Failure to adequately anticipate this .
appears to have resulteqi ? the inability of projects to meet-program expec-
tations.

l .

Generally,~-participants in the projects were exposed more to visitors in
their classrooms who discussed careers, and went on more field trips to
tearn about jobs, than non-participants. The data suggest that this quapgti- *
tative difference in-the number of such experiences was not sufficient to
produce a measurab}eqmpact on students. Rather, it appears that such
activities need tor be 1ntegrated into a well-planned and comprehensive,
effort. w .

. ' .

‘The number of dxfferent approaches to building a bridge between schosl and
earning a 11v1ng undertaken by the first round projects was 11m1ted Fewer'
than half 6f the projects had work experience or skill training activities.
Many of the new approaches suggested in the legislation and Federal Regls-q
ter, such as exchanges of personnel between schools and agencies or busi-
nesses, were no} attempted during the first round. Projects generally did
little to promote cooperation })etween pu.bhc education and manp

agencies. . . Q%

The primary, focus of. r%xnd one was elementary and secondary famxhariza- .
tlon"a.pfd-“m‘ nta’txon Most of the total funds and most of the studentpartlcx-
pani:s we'ré' ek:;g}'s.ged ir sucht actfvxtxes Work experience and skill trammg .
efforts ended b bé" expenswe and involve limited numbers of students.
Wherevgth‘e:' act1v1t1es were 1n1t1at&d such as alternative high schools, they
"t‘éhded.t\s*bedgss._mtegrited into the school: system, expensive, and by design,
$e~rved fe’We,x s'éadqnta, .(x,"'e\a potentxal drovts or ot&ers with spécial needs)

(,'_.\ ".L .l ""-é}’~p p

y~paper 1nd1cated t.ha.t projects shduld prov e spec;fxc tra1n-
ing in jéb entty s:l?bhs to students not prevxously enrolled.ih vocational pro-
grams just priot” tf»};’ne time that they leave ‘school. The] data appear to
1nd5cate that most“pz ogects extended such training only tz} the’ nsn*college

bound. . »j
- - R -

The projects typxcally "’dl.d not assist students in securmg employ;nent

either during school or.qpbn graduations Gene rally, the Placement ~

activities melemented \yé‘re essentially referralservices and little or no |
followup was provided. frr,general neither project gtaff nor school person-_
nel maintained records of re,ferrals’ or placement activities.
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. ¥Fhe student.responses md1cate that guidance and counseling at the high
school level was viewed by sfudents as helpful to them. The data also

, indicate that a great many students did not fgel they had sufficieNt oppor- .
tunity to receive assistance from their counselors and they would have

liked to have inc reased their contacts. . . .
E -

The Federal Register indicdted that applicatinns for round one prOJects would be,

* judged in part upon the projects’ Ob_]ectlves being "'sharply defined, clearly stated,
capable of being attained by the pruposed procedures, and capable of being measured. "
During the first years of Part D, neither at the federal tevel nor in most school
districts was this the case. The inability tw clearly defifie federal program ubjec-
tives undoubtedly crmtnbuted to many | of the dxffxcult}eﬁ ‘digcussed in this study.
Without a specified sot of federal e*cpe(;tatmns the mdw1dual third party evaluations
could only relate to local project goals and objectives. This resulted in a

large diversity of evaluatlon approaches. It is not surprising, therefore, 8

that these evaluativuns d1d not prov1de meaningful or useful management information
at the federal level for comparing projects. Without;specific’criteria,for judging _~—
prOJect progress, the USOE really had no basis for making annual or“)‘rud -project

" grant modxfxcatmns. Most importantly, without sach predetermined criteria, Pthe -
“USOE had little indication of what criteria would b.e employed in the final evaluation
and so were not able to effectively manage for success. )

. . ’ - [
A final point in this regard relates- to the whole area of the management

of educatiohal projects. While this was not a management practices study, many of
the-findings and conclusions appear to relate directly to management issues. The
puints raised above pertaining to advanced planning, the clarity of program and
prujectrobjectives, and the use of fiscal data are management questicns which relate
to a)tta'mmemt of sjudent level outcomes. So too, we suspect, are'the points made in -
l“athe inappropriateness of the job descriptions of project staff,
failure to maintain rgcordé pertaining to placement and other project activities, and
the limited focus and use of third party evaluations. Based on our observations,
project staff typically were sincere, hard working, and oriented toward the substan-
tive aspects of the prog Typically, however, they were not well versed in the
use of sound managemerr;s?actices as an aid in bringing about desired innovations _
in their school districts. Thus’, based on the experience of the first round projects
studied, it appears that a USOE focus on,providing guidance and assistance in the
area of project management would have been of major benefit to the successful mele—

mentation of exemplary programs. A

2
. Yo -~ .

Such, conclusions as these a re npt-.uncommon in national stud1es. While they are
accurate, they are also somewhat misleading, for they cannot and do'not‘cover the
pre-program context of the system of federal funding. Legislative intént is frequently
less than clear, the time constraints do not asually permit careful planning at the
federal level prior to' funding of local p'rOJects, the federal agencies are frequently

not sufficiently staffed to perm'it effective management and, when they are, the very
question of the desirability of effective federal management of local educdtiongl ~
.programs becomes a question. Thus, as long as inherent weaknesses such as the'se
persist, evaluation findings w111 essentially tend fo be either negative or ambxgums !
and recommendations will be symptomatic instead of defmxtive.—

-

-In conclusion, the USOE and especially the program staff in DVTE, who have from
the outset not only coope rated with this study but also have taken adtions based on
pgeliminary findings, should be commergded It is rare for a national program with
mnovatwe and ambitious objectives to engage in a comprehensive, 1mpa,ct oriented
ev tion after only three years of operation. .While some of the fmdlngs of the
st jnay not.be what one mlght have wished, given the complexities inherent in
1mplementmg the Part D program during its initial years, they ought not to be Ce
surprising. In our Judgment perhaps the most significant aspect of the study is the

. .
- .

. .
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inference which may be drawn from the fact that it was done, and that actions have
beédn taken as a result.
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Clearly, USOE, and the staffiof DVTE in particular, have

evidenced a commitment to improving both the content and the’ management of federal
€ducation programs. !
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APPENDIX A: PUBLIC LAW 90-576

) - .

) October 16, 1968

. A

P > "PART D --* EXEMPLARY PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS . t \'\
' , - v,
) S *-"'Findings and Purpose LT
J ' o : 28 ‘
' "Sec.\ 141. The Congress finds that it is necessary to reduce the contmumg '

.

'Iserlously kigh level of. youth unemployment by deve§oping means for giving the |
same kind of attention as is now given to the college‘preparatlon needs qf those
young persons who go on to collgge, to the job prepa.'rat\on needs of the two out
of three young persons who end Reir education at ox before completlon of the
secondary level, too many of whom face long and bltter.months of job huntmg
or marginal work after leaving school. The-purposes of this part, t};erefqre,

te, through Federal financial suppoxt, new ways ta create a brldge

who\have left school &ither by gr atj on or by droppmg out, or who are jn ..
postjecondary programs of vocatfohdl preparation, and to promote cooperatlon P
-betwden public education and manpower agenc1es Y -

"Authorization of Grants and Contracts LN X 3

.
) . {

2. jg) There are hereby authorized to be approp iated $15, 000, 000
for the f'lsg\al ear ending June 30, 1969, $5.7 500, 000 fo}/he iscal year ending )
June 30, 1970),and $75, 000, 000 for each of the two succeedm fiscal years to \
enable the Commlssloner to carry out the proviSLons of thts art. L A

"(b) (1) From the suf§s appropriated pursu o this pa‘rt the Commissioner ‘\
shall reserve such amount, but nat in excess of 3 p centum thereof, &s he may -

"Sec. |

,-determine and shall allot such amount among Puerto Rice the Virgin Islands, ) \
AN

Guam, American Samgpa, and the Trust Territories of f}io otQIslands -
. according to their re'spective needs for assistance under t}us parts - 7 - Ll
"(2) From the remainder of such sums the Commlssloner shall allocate = LT
$200 000 to each State (except for those provided for in paragyaph.(1), and he .
shall in addition allgcate to each such State an amount which bears the same ratlo\ -
> to any residue of such remainder as the population aged fifteen to nineteen, both
mcluswe, in thé State bears to the populatlon of such age? in all such States.
"(c) From 50 per centum of the sums allotted to eac State for the purposes
of this part, the Commlssloner is authorized to make grants to of contracts with

State boards or local educational agencies for the purpose of stlmulatmg and n /

as51stmg in the development, establlshment and operation of programs or .
projects designed to carry ount the purposes of this part. The Commissioner also
may make, in such State from such sums, grants to btheﬂpubllc or nonprofit

prwate hgenmes, organizations, or mstl.tutlons, or contracts with public, or R

private agenc1es, otrganigations, oz mstltutlons, 'when such grants or conrracts ',

will make a}x especially significant contrlbutlon to attaining the objectives df thls

part. o 8 ’ ‘o Y BN .
"(d) The State board may use e\remammg .50 per centum of #uch sums for .

making grants to local educatiqn a\l age bxes or ather ubhc ot nonprofit private

agencies, organizations, or in&ltutlons, ‘cgntracts w\ publlc or, private

- agencies, orgamzatlons, or institutions includt

'

e

businéss and hdustrial conc‘e~z;ns, > .

upon such terms and conditions consistent w1th°fhe pﬁavmlons of this part and with ~
its State plan approvec‘l pursuant to section 123, a’s it BeteTmines will most o
effectively‘carry out the development, establlshment and operaticu of exemplary N
and innovatiwe oCCupatlonal education programs or pI‘OJeCtS dc51gned to serve as N
- models)for use in vocatlonal educatlon programs. R ~

.« te , )} - s ’
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.. » ''"Uses of Funds , : -
"Sec. 143. fa) Grants or coftracts pursuant to this part may be rnade, upon
_terms and ‘conditions conslstent with the provisions of this part, to R'a)y all or part
of the cost of -- < : '

"(1) planning “and developing exemplary programs or projects such as those
¢+ described in paragraph (2), or . , .

\ "2) establlshlng, operating, ST evaluating exemplary programs or projects’
designed fo garry-out the purposes set forth in section 141, and to broaden
oceupational asplratlons and opportunities for youths, with special emphasis

programs or projects may, among others, include -- .

'"(A) those designed to famlllarlze elementary and secondary schaol .
students with the broad range of occupations for whick special skill's are
required and the requisites for careers 1n such occupations;

"(B) programs or projects for students mVldlng educatl‘&)al experiences
) through work during the school year or in th%summ‘er . ~ \

"(C) programs or projects for intensive olcupational guidance and
counsehng during the last years of school and for initial job placement
'(D) programs-or projects designed to broaddn or improve ‘vocational,
... . education curriculums; , » v .

: . 'tE) exchanges of personnel between sehools and othér.agenciés, ,

msﬂtutlons, or organizations partlclpatlng in activities to achieve the .
purposes. of ‘thig part, 1nclud1ng manpower ageéncies and industry; A

. \Q‘ L "(F). programs or'projects for young wérkeis released from theit , . .-

o }ol)“s\ .2 part-time basis for the purposesof 1ncreas1ng the1r»educatlon'al
B '*\‘atta'l:m%ﬁ, ‘dad e -

>

Mg
I

* .

Hovxde preppot'esslonal preparatlon for pbtentlal teachers fpr vocatlbnal- .
edication o ¢ - .‘.:.«
"(b‘l.‘(;l) A g‘mi?'x or contrac;t pursuant\to th:s part gnay~ be made ow
ommLssioner is in the ¢ase of grants or géntracts made by hlm, or ta,te
& case of grants or contract/; \de by 1t determlpes —-..'

s'
oW

N .". : ., /. “l’l'

) that effective proce’dgr/es will be adop:ed-'b g/mntees ‘a,nd cpntractors
tQ oordinate the develo d operatlo nof bty pnogram’s ‘and ’ .
préjects Tarried oub%’;}l. Y grants r contr{tsyu suant to, t’lﬁs part, w1th ’
the appropriate Stato- blah, ‘and wit othe{_pubhe‘ and prwéte program!’
having the, 'same or sr‘ml ar purposes; s 3

”(B) t?o the é:ggnt cgnslsté it mtt{'the/nun‘mer/cf students .
ennolled) nonprofit’ prlva;fe s¢ oqls, n'the are’a to] Be. served whose
edut:atlonal Teeds aye of the/ty‘p wﬁ),ch the prog‘ram ‘or proJect involved

"is €o fneét p'roxhsmn has ‘Bee. made’;f'o/r t’he p’aftnctpatlon of such students;

. and R /“ . /

”(C) that effectwe policies <
that Federal t;ynds mad?v;ﬁabl

-

-11

P cedures w“ll,b‘e ?.cf pted whr,ch assure

o tﬂie—r}hts pad)t/@tll,notpbe comfnlngled'
-‘with State or 1d<al i

"2) The amo‘unt ai’lable to a Sta pursuafnt,' to S/§0t10n l42(d) shall be

avallable Jfor oblf for grants o r coritra.c'tsr{urs.ua_nt to the State plan

app dhved under” ctrod=123 for paymg a he, cb*.ﬁ of programs’ desc.rl.bed

in SeCthh 14'2(d) and sectlon (a) durmg){o “ar and the su-eceeding .

1scal¢yea1: //' SN & v
n(g) NO g‘

board.) sha./ll»

.

Arﬁ or cont‘ct, (other hadl a grant or cqnt:aét with a Sfate,
“made by'the Commlssyd’ner under ,se&tlon 142(c) with. respect
-to "any prograrior project unless such\progtam or.proJeCt has been submitted
to th téte‘«l’aoa in the State in shich it is to be conducted and .has not been
dlsapproééi by the State board withi#gsixty days of,such submi ion or within
suc,h"lqp r period of tinde as the LComnrissioner may detetm1 e pursuant to
regulatlé}ns Y i ) :

Y

.. "G). progra‘ms or projects at the secondary levy l to motl,va‘l:e ‘and :

given to youths who hdve academijc, socioeconomfic,, or other handicaps, which »

Fad

v

J
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A0 - BN Notwi{hg"tanding any other, ‘provision of law, unless hereafter enacted -
\ . /xprc;s.’sly in “iqﬂ;,'ita'tion of the proéfsions of this paragraph, funds available '
.Y, to Commis iondr pursuant to section 142(c) ghall remain available until \
- ':.expended. ? /, . & . -

el R ﬁ P . (- . ,
LT - /- - "Pay{hents “
I “‘ & .. ) ’ ‘/ .

»

-

- I n g

. '-;3%6. I4./ From the amount available for grants and contracts, underitﬁis

- » part pursy/a {to section_142(c),*in the appropriate State, the Commissioder shall
pay to eaéh':?}plicant an amount equal to theNamount expended by such applicant .

in accordafice with the approved application.

terms ag'are approved in such application.

this part may be made in install

n‘nen,t,"‘w'}th necessary adjustment

as ‘the Commission‘er may deterrr_xine. ,

uch payment may be made on such
Playment pursuant to grants under -

Yy ' /"Limitation on Duration of Assistance — »
¢

77 "Sec. 145. Financial assistance may not be given under this part to an
. ' program or project for a period exceeding three years. . . o
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o APPENDIX B: POLICY STATEMENT . !
Department of Health Educatxon, and Welfare T
Office ¥f Education .
Bureau of Adult, Vocational, and Library Programs
. . s L.
POLICY PAPER --= AVL V?O-l : October 2,/1 969~
- €
SENT BY: Grant Venn, Assocxate Commissioner, *
Bureau of Adylt, Vocational, and Library Programs ,
- » \
SENT TO: Executive Officers_pf Sta:teBoards for Vocatipnal Education,.
State Directors of Vocational Education . ’ .
SUBJECT: nghhghts of provxsans for Exemplary Programs and .
Projects in Vocational *Education , . .0

INTRODUCTIQN: The Division of.\)ocat“ional and Technical Education of the

Bureau of Adult, Vocational, and Liljrary Program¢ administers the exemplary
programs and projects under the Vocational Education’Act of 1963 as amended
by the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 (Public Law '90-576).~Direct

Ex

financial support is furnished for programs and pro_]ects by’the U.S. Commxssxoner

of Educatxon under Section l42(c) of Part D of-the Act.
L4

Exemptlary pxsograms and pro_]ects are to be des1gned to (a) create bridges "
between school and earning a living for young people who are still in school, who
have left school either by graduation or by dropping out, ‘ox who are in post-
secondary programs of vocational preparation; (b) promote cooperation between
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public educatidn and manpower agencies; and {c) broaden occupational aspxratxons

and opportumtxes for youths, wx%h special emphasxs given fo youths who hav
academic,: $ociveconomic, dr ‘other hand?gés. Prov1s1on is,to be made for

to be conducted under grants or contracts awarded, by the Commis
accordance with the provisions of Part D of the Act and with the ap
Regulations. Eligible applicants may. include local educatxonal agencies, State
Boards fow Vocatxonal Education, and, public, and prxvate agenciesy mstxtutxons,
or organizations. ‘ . * ey ‘.
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participation of students eriroll&d-in privafe non-profit schools .irojec s are
plic
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NQTURE OF PROJECTS: Exemplary projects represent bridge\l-)u:ilding efforts

betwgpn research and development work on the one hand and agtual operations
in s&g} settmgs on the other hand. Exemplary projects w will not invelve . ~
original research égnd developmental activitiegbut wxll be based upon,pxior
research and development. They, will be limited to° Jﬁh&t—reSearch-h’as dlready
shown will work. %fore, exemplary projects should haye a high probabxhty
of success. They’should constitute a transition of research finding’s ‘and
developmental efforts to program operations. :

-

FOCUS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970: In order to achieve maximum impact, the

funds awailable for fistal year 1970 will be focused on programs or projects which

combine, in one Operatignal setting, all the following aspects: . -
- -~ » !

1. ~ Provision for broad occupational orlientation at the elementary and
secondary school levels so as to increase student awareness of the ¥

range of options open to them:in the wo‘rld of work. 3o
. . >
.
2. Provtsxon for work éxperience, cooperative education, and‘sxmxlar
s programs, making possible a w1de variety of offermgs in many
, occupational areas. " .
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= 3., Pravision'for students xg%prewously enrolled in vocatlonal programs to
’ - receive specific training in job entry skills_ jpst prior to the time that they
” “leave the school. ¥Some of these training pngrams might be very mtenswe
and of short duratﬁn ) - o . :

-
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* 4. Provisién for mtenswe occupational guidance and cou.nselmg durmg the
last yéars of school and for initial placemenf: of all™ sfudents at the
Tcompletion of their schooling. :(Placement n mlght be in a job or in post- .
secondary occupatlonal training. Placement should be accomplished in
cooperation with appropriate employment services, manpower agencies,
etc.) . . o
. ‘ » ) -
BN . 5. Provision for the grantee or contractor to carry the'progra?n on with N o
support from regular fund'mg sources,after the termmatlon of the ’ . .
Federal assistance under Part D of P.L. 90-576. (Federal assistance - s 4
. e:f under Part D cannot exceed three years,) . R )

¢ It is anticipgted that other program emphases may be hlghllghted in future

LI \
- fiscal years . - . )
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FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS: Direct grants-and/or contracts will be awarded
' in each State up to the limit of funding available for the Commissioner's use in )
g " that State as allotted under Part D of P.L. 90-576, For fiscal year 1970, it is ° - s
* anticipated that the amount available for the Commilssioner's use for grants.or >
contracts’in each State will range from $100, 000 to $200, 000. Since exemplary
proJects w111 usually requu'é substantial financial resources, conslderatlon should ’ .
be given to incorporating funds’from a variety of sources, such as transfer funds
under' Part B, Cooperatlve Vocavtloh’a,l E%x:';tlon funds under Part G,. Work Study

‘funds nder Part H, and funds from State d local sources. Funds allotted to
. the S'ates: for exemplary programs under a ‘State plan may be combined with the
Commrssmner s grant or contract funds into a single Part D project. Generally, .
proposals which featute a ski]lful combmmg of several types of funding, structured
' around the central fral;ﬁe.wonk of a Part D grapt, will*be viewed with spectal fayor.
. ’ APPLICATION PROCEDURES: Duri‘ng fiscal year 1970 the cutoff date for receipt
: of proposals will be January 1, 1970. Proposals must be.prepared and submitted , .
~ ° “in accordance with the publlcatlon entitled, Manugl: » Instructions and Procedures L
Exemplary Prografhs and Profects in Vocational Education¥ Per sons preparmg / "
RN 7 gproposals should coﬁsug with representatives of théir State Board {or Vocational
"« Education regarding’ sources of supplementary ffﬁ-ldmg and coordination with .
other vocational education programs and activities'in the State. Completed
proposals are to be submittdd to the U.S. Office of Education, with copies
furnished s1mu1taneously to the applicabl¢ State Board for Vocatlona*] Education. 7.
" ThebStated Board will review each proposal and may, wlthm a period of sixty
' days, dlsappro)Le any proposal. All proposals not dlsapproved by the State Boards ..
will be reviewed by the U.S. Office of Education,” .on the basis of analysis by e Y
&y spec1ally constituted review boards composed mauzly of knowledgeable <
practltloners. The review will take into consideration such factors, among .
‘others;jas: (1) the potential of the proposal for®contributing significantly to the
accomp{lshment of the purpose of Part'D of P.L, 90-576; (2) the soundgess of the
proposed plan of oppratlon, (3) thé adequacy of the personnel and facilities available
v *  for carrymg~out the*droposal; and (4) the proposal's gconomic efficiency. State
"o\ Boards and applicants will be notified of the approva! or dlsapproval of'each +
\ proposal, and grants or_contracts will be negotiated wIth those applicants whose v
LI \, perosals are approved. e
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* Copies of the publlcatlon may be obtamed by writing to: D,wlslon of i
Vocatlonal and Techrgtcal Educatlon, U,.S Office of Educatlon, Washipgton, N
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NOTE:”,The abhove is based upon the assumptxon that funds will-be appropnated by
the Congress to a.ctxvate this program durmg flS(%l year 1970. . - -
cc: ] . ,* ¢ ) N . C g - ..
Regiomal Assistant Commissioners ' T :
Regional Directors of AVLP ‘ > L \ “
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